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ABSTRACT 
CHILDREN'S FRIENDSHIPS AND AFTER-SCHOOL PROGRAM 
PARTICIPATION: 
DOES PARTICIPATION IN AN AFTER-SCHOOL PROGRAM AFFECT THE 
DEVELOPMENT AND QUALITY OF CHILDREN'S FRIENDSHIPS? 
SARAH MITCHELL, B.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Kathryn McDermott 
This study compares children's friendship quality in 
after-school programs and regular school day classrooms. 
Participants were drawn from ten after-school program sites 
and a control group from ten elementary school classrooms. 
Three hundred and thirty six children in grades three, four 
and five were asked to describe their friendship 
experiences by identifying their friends using a program or 
class roster and completing a questionnaire about the 
quality of their very best friendship. Friendship quality 
information was compared in six areas: companionship and 
recreation, validation and caring, help and guidance, 
intimate disclosure, conflict resolution, and conflict and 
betrayal. Findings showed a significance difference in the 
quality of friendships based on student age, gender, 
friendship level and whether the student attended an after- 
vi 
school program. Results supported the hypothesis that 
students in high-quality after-school programs have higher 
quality friendships than children in low quality programs. 
Findings did not support the hypothesis that children in 
after-school programs have higher quality friendships than 
children who do not participate in after-school programs. 
Preliminary evidence suggests that after-school programs 
have both a higher number of children with challenging 
behaviors and a higher number of children who receive 
special education services as compared to school day 
classrooms. This difference in population may account for 
the friendship quality difference between the after-school 
program group and the control group. 
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"We cannot tell the precise moment when a friendship 
is formed. As in filling a vessel drop by drop, there is at 
last a drop which makes it run over; so in a series of 
kindness there is at last one which makes the heart run 
over." 
James Boswell 
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
There is a new focus on what children and youth are 
doing during their out-of-school time hours. This interest 
emerged over the last fifteen to twenty years. Studies 
indicate that children spend approximately 80% of their 
waking hours out of school (Brimhall, Reaney, and West, 
1999). Currently there are over 61 million children and 
youth between the ages of 5 and 19 living in the United 
States. Sixty-nine percent of these children live in 
households where both parents work outside of the home. In 
single-parent households the percentage of children who 
have their custodial parent working outside the home is 
even higher (NIOST fact sheet, 2003). A research brief by 
Fight Crime: Invest in Kids documents that the prime time 
for children and youth to be a victim or a perpetrator of a 
crime is the hours between 3:00 and 6:00 PM. This study as 
well as a growing body of evidence suggests that we should 
carefully examine what children and youth are doing during 
their out-of-school time hours and what kinds of programs 
are available to serve them. Mathematica Research, Inc. 
recently released a controversial study that examined the 
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findings from the first year of the federally sponsored 21st 
Century Community Learning Center Programs. The study 
showed outcomes that directly contradict a number of other 
findings in the research. It is vital that we examine 
after-school programs and determine what types of outcomes 
are taking place as a result of their existence. 
Subsequent chapters will examine the research related 
to Out-of-School Time (OST) Programs including what impact 
programs are having on the provision of safe havens for 
children during the peak period of child and youth crime. 
Additional chapters examine how play, child development and 
relationship building are impacted by participation in an 
Out-of-School Time Program and how out-of-school time 
programs influence academic achievement and school success. 
OST Programs are being transformed by new funding 
sources, primarily the 21st Century Community Learning 
Center Grants. This funding is currently distributed 
through the U.S. Department of Education at the State 
level. Because the source of this funding is the Department 
of Education the emphasis on improving academic success in 
OST Programs is growing. Many new studies in the field are 
examining the ability of OST Programs to positively impact 
student learning. 
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The goal of improving academic outcomes is admirable 
and academic achievement is a vital part of a child's 
ability to succeed in life. But are new developments in the 
field leading funders and program administrators in a 
direction that ignores other developmental areas? Can a 
program serve a child's academic needs as well as his or 
her social and emotional needs? Does social and emotional 
growth assist in academic performance? Regular school day 
teachers are under increasing pressure to cover academic 
material efficiently and thoroughly in order to prepare 
children and youth for standardized testing. Are OST 
programs headed in the same direction? Or, are OST programs 
one of the last places where children can work to develop 
their social skills and peer relationships? 
The present study was designed to explore one aspect 
of a child's social development, children's friendships. 
Later chapters discuss the importance of children's 
friendships as they relate to social and emotional growth, 
self esteem, feelings of loneliness and the relationship to 
academic success. The area of children's friendships is 
relatively unexplored in the after-school program 
environment. It is important to understand if after-school 
programs are having an impact on children's friendships and 
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peer relationships. This understanding will lead to 
informed funding decisions. 
The current study examines the quality of children's 
friendships in school day classrooms and after-school 
programs. The over arching question is whether there are 
differences in children's friendships between out-of-school 
time program participants and regular school day students. 
Friendship quality was selected as an indicator of 
friendship success between two children. Further 
discussion, in later chapters, highlights the relevance of 
friendship quality to a child's peer relationships and 
subsequent social development. 
The present study did not provide evidence that 
children in after-school programs have higher quality 
friendships than their school day counterparts. In fact, 
this study found that the friendship quality scores of 
children in after-school programs were lower than the 
friendship quality scores of non-participants. There are 
several theories that are presented relevant to this 
finding. One hypothesis, that is tested is related to the 
difference in the populations of children who attend after¬ 
school programs as compared to children who are not 
enrolled. Preliminary evidence suggests that after-school 
programs have both a higher number of children with 
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challenging behaviors and a higher number of children who 
receive special education services as compared to school 
day classrooms. 
This study presents a number of results related to the 
quality of after-school programs. Findings in this study 
indicate that children in lower quality programs have lower 
quality friendships than children in higher quality 
programs. Chapter two provides a further examination of 
quality and an explanation of its importance. 
Several additional findings are presented related to 
gender, age and the friendship level of study participants. 
In general girls had higher quality friendships in the 
areas of conflict resolution and intimate disclosure. 
Children who identified each other as very best friends had 
higher quality friendships than children who did not. 
Finally, older children had higher quality friendships when 
compared with younger children. These findings are 
consistent with studies in the field of children's 
friendships. A review of previous friendship studies is 
conducted in chapter three. 
This dissertation is presented in six chapters. 
Chapters two and three provide background information to 
the reader about out-of-school time programs and the 
literature related to children's friendships. Chapter four 
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explains the study methodology. Chapter five presents and 
discusses the study findings. Finally, Chapter six reviews 
the limitations, of this study, explores where future 
research is needed and discusses the implications for 
after-school programs. 
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CHAPTER 2 
OUT-OF-SCHOOL TIME PROGRAMS 
A number of studies are beginning to document the 
impact that OST programs have on the school-age children 
and adolescent youth in our communities. The term OST 
refers to any formal program that takes place outside of 
traditional school hours. This includes before school, 
after school, weekends, and school vacations. Additionally, 
studies are examining the impact of not having OST programs 
available and the corresponding developmental and academic 
consequences. The majority of research focuses on programs 
that take place during the after-school hours. Further 
delineation is made between formal after-school programs 
and informal care settings. A formal program refers to any 
setting that provides supervised care where the sole 
purpose is the supervision and/or guidance of children. 
This chapter provides the reader with a background of 
the current knowledge related to OST programs. The 
information is presented in four sections. Part one 
discusses the importance of determining if OST programs are 
effective. Included in this section is an overview of the 
history of OST programs and a discussion of funding. Part 
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two is an examination of the current literature associated 
with program effectiveness and quality. Part three 
identifies some of the challenges in determining program 
effectiveness. Finally, part four examines where further 
research is needed in this developing field. 
Program effectiveness 
There are several reasons why it is important to 
determine if OST programs are effective. One reason is 
their growing popularity. As program participation grows 
more children and youth are impacted. The first part of 
this section is devoted to an examination of the history of 
OST programs. This section demonstrates the variety of 
roles that programs have assumed over time and their 
expansion in recent years. A second reason why program 
effectiveness is important is the funding model that is 
used to support OST programs. Funding agencies including 
local, state and federal governments are continually making 
decisions about how to spend money most effectively. 
Currently there is a diverse range of funding streams that 
finance OST programs. Program effectiveness studies assist 
funders in determining where and why their financial 
support is needed. Currently funding from the Federal 
government is largely tied to the Department of Education. 
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This source is influencing the types of out-of-school time 
programs that are being offered. Lastly, as educators we 
need to determine whether these programs are producing 
positive results for the children and youth who are 
attending them. This last point is discussed in further 
sections of this chapter. 
OST Program History 
The history of OST programs dates back to the late 
1800's when children and youth began to attend school on a 
regular basis and were less likely to be involved in labor 
activities. Children had more free time, especially during 
the afternoon hours at the completion of the school day. 
The founders of these new after-school programs believed 
that play was critical to a child's development. Some early 
goals included the prevention of crime and delinquency and 
the development of vocational activities for older youth. 
Private funding and volunteers helped to make the programs 
financially feasible. Early programs served boys, who made 
up the greatest number of children attending school at this 
time. The majority of participants came from immigrant 
families (Halpern, 2002). 
During the Depression in the 1930's budget cuts 
greatly reduced the number of art, music, physical 
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education and health programs that were offered during the 
school day. After-school programs sought to fill this void 
by providing opportunities for children to participate in 
these activities during the afternoon. In the early 1940's 
program providers were asked to add a childcare component 
by modifying program schedules to accommodate working 
mothers. During World War II mothers joined the workforce 
to fill the void left by departing soldiers. Parents needed 
safe places for their children to go after school. By 1947 
mothers were working primarily in their homes and after¬ 
school programs took on new roles. In the 1950's program 
leaders were asked to meet the needs of low-income families 
in their program design (Halpern, 2002). 
In the modern era, after-school programs continue to 
change to meet societal needs. The historical roles of 
offering enrichment opportunities, serving the child-care 
needs of working families and providing support for low- 
income children are all present in today's program designs. 
There are a growing number of children who are involved in 
formal before and after-school programs. In 1991 
approximately 1.7 million children in grades K - 8 were 
enrolled in formal programs (Department of Education, 
1999). In 1995, approximately 6.1 million children (39%) in 
grades K - 3 were involved in both formal and informal care 
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after-school (Brimhall et al., 1999). In 1997 the 
percentage of children in grades K - 3 involved in formal 
and informal programs increased to 55% (Capizzano, Tout, & 
Adams, 2000). As these programs become more popular it is 
important to determine if programs are producing the 
desired results. 
Funding 
Funding is critical to the sustainability of OST 
programs. Adequate funding ensures that programs are able 
to serve the growing numbers of participants who are 
enrolling. Program effectiveness is a key component that 
helps sponsors to determine where their financial support 
is needed. Competition is growing in this time of limited 
resources. Currently OST programs are funded through a 
variety of sources. This section includes a general 
discussion relative to funding, the four types of revenue 
sources used to fund programs and some specific examples of 
how several communities are using different resources to 
fund city-wide initiatives. 
In 1998 the General Accounting Office estimated that 
in the year 2002, the number of OST programs for school-age 
children would meet as little as 25% of the demand in some 
urban areas (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1998). 
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Programs held in public and private schools are least 
available in rural areas (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 1997). In addition to the lack of availability 
of OST programs the most frequently mentioned barrier to 
participation in OST programs is families' inability to pay 
the tuition and fees charged (NIOST, 2000). In 2003 the 
largest source of revenue for programs was parent tuition 
which comprised 83% of the budget. Additional sources of 
funding include federal and state governments. These 
sources comprise ten percent of the budget. Further funding 
is provided by local communities and individual schools. In 
addition to public funding there are a number of 
initiatives that are funded through private foundations 
(Brimhall et al.; Posner & Vandell, 1999). 
Federal Funding 
Approximately one third of programs receive some sort 
of government funding (Brimhall et al.; Posner & Vandell, 
1999). The federal government's primary support for OST 
programs is through funds from the Department of Education 
and funds from the Department of Health and Human Services. 
While these two agencies provide the majority of funding 
additional agencies have funds that can be used for 
programming. These agencies include the Department of 
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Agriculture; the Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention; the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development; and the Department of Labor. 
The Finance Project developed a database that describes 
over 100 federally funded programs. These funds can be used 
directly for school-aged OST programs or to support 
components of these programs (Padgette, 2003). 
A major source of federal funding for after-school 
programs is the Improving America's Schools Act of 1994, 
which created the 21st Century Learning Centers. This 
federal initiative grew to over $1 billion in fiscal year 
2002 with over 1,600 grantees. Funding is currently 
distributed through the state education departments. 
Requests for Proposals (RFP's) are distributed each year 
across the United States. The grant cycle allows funding in 
a 3 to 5 year block (Dynarski et al., 2003). 
State Funding 
At the state level a number of different funds are 
available to programs, families and children. Some of these 
sources are federal funds distributed through the state; 
others are part of the state budget. Like the federal 
government the state offers a number of grants through 
different agencies. State Education Departments and State 
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Offices Coordinating Childcare Services both offer grant 
funding when it is available for the purpose of starting 
new programs or expanding existing programs. Like the 
federal grant programming system, these initiatives allow 
towns and cities to start OST programs. Grant programs at 
the state level may or may not continue based on the 
availability of funds. Sustainability is an issue for all 
of these grant financed programs. 
In addition to grant funding at the state level there 
is voucher funding available for low-income families. These 
funds provide fairly secure resources for low-income 
families in need of assistance. Funding for vouchers is 
supplied by the Welfare System. These funds are supplied 
through Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, Child 
Development Funds and Work Force Investment dollars 
(Kaplan, Sachs, 1999) . 
Funding at the State level is also available through a 
variety of organizations whose mission includes the welfare 
of children. The Department of Social Services, 
organizations focused on a variety of health issues 
including autism, cerebral palsy, citizens for the blind 
and other special needs groups often have funding for 
particular children to participate in a program. 
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Local Funding 
At the local level funding can be provided through 
grants offered by DARE drug prevention groups, cultural 
councils and private corporations who have an interest in 
promoting programming for their employees' children. In 
many communities the school department provides funding. In 
addition to direct funding many schools provide the use of 
their buildings to house after-school programs. 
Private Funding 
A number of initiatives take place through private 
foundations across the United States and are serving as 
pilot programs. The MOST project (Making the Most out of 
Out-of-School Time) is an initiative taking place in 
Boston, Chicago and Seattle. Private corporations provide 
funding for this project and matching funds are provided by 
the host cities. The Mott Foundation and J.C. Penney 
provide funding for local and national initiatives that 
examine the impact of out-of-school time programs (Riley, 
1999). 
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Citywide Initiatives 
Most projects utilize a number of different resources 
in order to provide services to the children in their 
communities. There are a number of citywide initiatives 
that are organizing OST programs across their cities. These 
initiatives are linking funding and programs to form 
partnerships that strengthen the delivery of services and 
develop infrastructures. Below are several examples of how 
individual cities are organizing their efforts to provide a 
continuity of care for school-age children and youth. A key 
component of these initiatives is the ability to generate 
adequate funding (Hall & Harvey, 2002). 
In Los Angeles, CA the Beyond the Bell branch was 
formed in 2000 to meet the directives of the City Board of 
Education. The Superintendent was instructed to develop a 
strategy that ensured that all children and youth in the 
elementary and middle schools in the city had access to 
high quality OST programming by 2006. Funding for this 
program came from a variety of sources including voter 
approval of Proposition 49, "The After-school Education and 
Safety Program.” Taxpayer funding is made available to 
schools for after-school programs. Schools are required to 
generate a 50% match (Hall & Harvey, 2002). 
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In 1998 the city of New York received a challenge 
grant in the amount of 125 million dollars from the George 
Soros Foundation Open Society Institute. In order to meet 
the challenge The After-school Corporation (TASC) had to 
raise private matching funds in a 3:1 ratio over a five- 
year period. Funding is being used to engage stakeholders, 
raise additional revenue and to provide support and 
technical assistance to ensure quality after-school 
experiences for children and youth in the city. In 2001 the 
grant challenge was extended for two additional years (Hall 
& Harvey, 2002). 
The City of San Diego formed the Safe Schools Task 
Force in 1995. The San Diego "6 to 6" program was formed to 
provide comprehensive before and after-school programs in 
all of the elementary and middle schools in the city. The 
city of San Diego is the first major city to provide this 
opportunity in all of its schools. A total of 21.5 million 
dollars was consolidated from city fundraising, California 
After-school Learning and Safe Neighborhoods Partnerships 
Program, The Federal 21st Century Community Learning Centers 
Grant, and tobacco settlement funds (Hall and Harvey, 
2002) . 
The Boston 2:00-to-6:00 After-School Initiative began 
in 1998 in order to support the expansion of high quality 
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after school programs across the city. Eighty one percent 
of elementary schools in Boston offer after-school 
programs. The initiative will spend 24 million dollars 
provided by the city, Harvard University, and 12 leading 
foundations and corporations (Hall & Harvey, 2002) . 
A total of 21 cities are featured in the report 
Building and Sustaining Citywide After-school Initiatives. 
This report lists a variety of resources that cities are 
using to financially support these comprehensive 
initiatives. Funding is generated from many of the sources 
that are described in this section including the government 
at the local, state and federal level as well as public and 
private foundations. Many of these initiatives require an 
evaluation component that is used to determine program 
effectiveness and outcomes. 
Funding is a critical issue for OST Programs and 
relevant to the current study related to children's 
friendships in after-school programs. The source of funding 
and the lead agency responsible for program implementation 
influence the type of program that is offered. The tension 
between academic programming and developmental programming 
continues to grow in this time of limited resources. 
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Current Research 
Part two of this chapter describes the current 
research as it relates to program effectiveness. The 
research on OST programs is continually growing. This 
section divides the research information into five 
categories. They are the provision of safety and 
supervision, the support of play and child development, the 
assistance of child guidance and relationship building, the 
reduction of risk factors in at-risk populations, and the 
improvement of academic achievement. The following section 
presents information on each outcome area including any 
contradictory findings that currently exist in the 
research. Program quality and its impact on outcome 
information is addressed in the last part of this section. 
Safety and Supervision 
Twenty four percent of respondents, in a survey of 168 
inner-city teenagers, had witnessed a murder. In the same 
survey 72% of teens reported that they knew someone who was 
shot. One out of five of these same youth had had their 
life threatened (Zinsmeister 1990, as cited in Halpern, 
1992). Violent crime by and against children and youth 
peaks between the hours of 3:00 and 6:00 PM (Fight Crime: 
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Invest in Kids New York, 2002). This is also the time of 
day when youth are most likely to experiment with alcohol, 
tobacco, drugs and sex (Snyder & Sickmund, 1999, as cited 
in Pattern and Robertson (2001). Without adequate 
supervision children are placed at risk of physical injury, 
psychological harm, and poor physical, social and 
intellectual development (Kerrebrock 1999, as cited in 
Capizzano, Tout, and Adams, 2000). 
With these statistics it is not surprising that the 
National Study of before and after-school programs found 
that more than three-quarters of program directors cited 
the supervision of children as their most important purpose 
(Department of Education, 1991). The level of safety in an 
environment is related to the level of direct supervision 
provided by an adult (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997, 
as cited in Nash & Fraser, 1998). Formal after-school 
programs are seen as a place that provides a high level of 
supervised care with full accountability. One study 
compared two urban housing projects. One project had a 32- 
month after-school recreation program, and the other had 
minimal recreation services. The study found that in the 
housing project with the after-school program, juvenile 
arrests declined by 75% compared to the years prior, while 
juvenile arrests increased by 67% in the housing project 
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minimal services (Jonss & Offord, 1989) . Drop—in 
recreational centers, where children attend sporadically 
and adults are present but not explicitly responsible for 
children, provide a limited level of supervision (Nash & 
Fraser, 1998). 
These studies suggest that formal OST programs provide 
a high level of supervised care and a safe place for the 
children and youth that attend. Less formal programs with 
lower levels of accountability may contribute to other 
areas of youth development but do not provide the same 
level of safety due to the sporadic attendance of 
participants. Therefore, the type of OST program that is 
offered will impact the level of safety that is provided to 
its participants. 
Play and Child Development 
After-school environments that are fun, positive and 
nurturing are more likely to provide for optimal child 
development (Seligson & Allenson, 1993; Coleman, Robinson & 
Rowland, 1990; Guerney, 1991; Halpern 1992; Seligson, 1991; 
Vandell & Ramen 1991, as cited in Nash & Fraser, 1998). 
When children are given the time and materials to engage in 
play they are given an opportunity to develop coping 
strategies as well as important life skills. Sandra Russ's 
longitudinal study showed a link between imaginative 
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fantasy play and greater creativity and problem solving 
ability in children. Teachers and caregivers can teach 
children how to play and develop these lifelong coping 
strategies (Griffin,1999). 
Some after-school programs use project based learning 
activities. These programs take the learning that occurs 
through play and combine it with the intentional 
programming of more academically focused learning 
experiences. In this type of setting students are 
challenged to think in new ways, using their imagination to 
arrive at a solution (Alexander, 2003). There are many 
different strategies that are used to encourage children to 
play in a way that is most beneficial to their development. 
Sandra Russ offers a list of suggestions that includes 
making sure children have adequate free time to engage in 
play (Griffin, 1999). OST programs are one of the few 
environments that offer a setting that encourages children 
to play. Through play children may be afforded the 
opportunity to make friends and develop social and 
emotional skills. 
Child Guidance and Relationship Building 
A number of studies examine different types of after¬ 
school care arrangements and the corresponding behavioral 
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outcomes of the children and youth who participate in them. 
Relationship building was one of the key factors in 
developing positive behaviors in children and youth. Posner 
and Vandell (1994) found that children who took part in 
formal after-school programs spent more time interacting 
with adults and peers than in other after-school 
arrangements. These children had better peer relations and 
higher conduct grades in school. Marshal et. al. (1997) 
found similar patterns of adjustment among children who 
attended formal after-school programs. They stated that 
children in formal after-school programs had more 
opportunities to interact with peers in a setting that was 
less structured than the regular school day. They theorized 
that this type of setting allowed students experiences and 
opportunities that reduced stress and anxiety. 
These studies suggest that OST Programs can play an 
important role in the positive development of youth through 
peer interactions and relationship building. The current 
study related to children's friendships is designed to 
determine if children who participate in OST Programs have 
higher quality friendships and more friendships than their 
peers who do not participate in OST programs. Children's 
friendships are a special peer relationship that provides 
for child development in a number of areas. Although 
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previous researchers have suggested that children in OST 
programs have more opportunities to interact with their 
peers there is no research exploring whether these 
interactions lead to friendships. 
Another major finding in OST studies was the 
association between positive outcomes for children and 
youth and the presence of caring adults. The SEARCH 
Institute found that healthy youth development is dependent 
upon high-quality relationships with adults (Benson et al., 
1998; Roehlkepartain, 1998 as cited in Pattern & Robertson, 
2001). These adults do not have to be a child's parent 
(Nash & Fraser, 1998) . Non-parental care is not a risk 
factor for behavioral problems (Pettit, Laird, Bates, and 
Dodge, 1997) . 
Further, studies found that high amounts of self-care 
especially for students who are already at risk place 
children at an increased risk for behavior adjustment 
difficulties (Posner & Vandell, 1994). All of these studies 
suggest that OST programs can play an important role in the 
development of positive behaviors in children and youth. 
At-Risk Populations 
Nationally, thirty five percent of programs identified 
themselves as primarily serving children and youth from 
24 
low-income families (Department of Education, 1991) . Low 
income is one of the factors that can place children at 
risk. Other factors include high crime rates, child abuse 
or neglect, parental substance abuse, racial 
discrimination, and inadequate supervision. At-risk 
students have an increased risk of substance abuse, teenage 
pregnancy, school dropout and other problem behaviors 
(O'Donnell and Michalak, 1997). It is theorized that the 
presence of protective factors such as caring adult 
relationships can contribute to a child's ability to be 
resilient and succeed in life despite the circumstances 
that place them at risk (Nash and Fraser, 1998). 
There is a growing body of evidence that suggests that 
participation in after-school programs and extra curricular 
activities can provide children with resiliency and healthy 
coping strategies. Mahoney & Cairn (1997) found that at- 
risk middle and high school students who participated in 
extra curricular activities had a lower drop out rate than 
non-participating at-risk students. At the elementary 
school level Scarr & McCartney (1983) theorized that 
children participated in after-school activities that were 
consistent with their own interests and talents. These 
choices were based not only on a children's internal 
characteristics, but also on the experiences that they were 
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exposed to earlier in their life (Posner & Vandell, 1999). 
As Posner and Vandell (1994) reported, after-school 
programs can have a significant effect on what types of 
activities children are exposed to early in life. These 
studies suggest that early exposure to a broad range of 
activities that encourage positive life-styles as well as 
the presence of caring adults can have a significant impact 
on the types of choices children and youth make. Risky 
behaviors can be minimized by providing meaningful 
alternatives. 
Many programs are using this research to drive their 
philosophies. Some specific program examples include 
Building After-school Solutions in Massachusetts which uses 
a resiliency framework to design programs that allow for 
frequent interactions between children and adults and 
allows students to gain skills and learn new hobbies 
(Building After-school Solutions, 2002). A "Social 
Development Model" was used by The Collaborative After¬ 
school Prevention Program located in an inner city 
neighborhood. This program used teen mentors to help 
elementary school children develop relationships and pro¬ 
social behavior through modeling (O'Donnell & Michalak, 
1997). Implementation of program designs such as these 
provide protective factors to at-risk children and youth. 
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Academics 
Academic achievement is identified as another 
protective factor for children and youth (Nash & Fraser, 
1998). Posner and Vandell (1994) found that children in 
after-school programs spent more time on academic tasks 
than children in other forms of care and had better scores 
in reading and math. Reading after school is an activity 
that is highly correlated with academic success (Hofferth & 
Jankuniene, 2001 as cited in Lee, 2001). 
Many programs that are sponsored by federal and state 
education departments require participants to take part in 
an academic activity during program hours. In 2000, the 
Massachusetts Department of Education had 63 grantees that 
offered academics as part of their after-school programs. A 
self-generated evaluation report that describes these 
programs listed the activities by percent of programs 
offering them. The following is a list of the top four 
offerings. Eighty-five percent of the 63 programs offered 
mathematics, 73% offered English Language Arts, 69% offered 
homework help, and 58% offered writing and print media. 
Seventy-three percent of the 63 school districts that 
participated in this grant funded program reported gains in 
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reading and math (Miller, Surr, Resnick, and Church, 2002). 
This report did not examine non-participating districts. 
State—wide evaluation reports as well as individual 
site evaluations are documenting the impact that OST 
programs have on academic outcomes. The Evaluation of 
California's After-school Learning and Safe Neighborhoods 
Partnerships Program found a number of positive academic 
gains for the students who participated in their programs. 
There were significant gains for high-risk students. This 
self-evaluation also found that students who participated 
more frequently showed the highest amount of improvement in 
their academic scores (Department of Education, University 
of California at Irvine, 2002). The Foundations After¬ 
school Program of Santa Monica, CA reported that students 
who participated in their program had statistically 
significant gains in their reading and math scores as 
compared to a control group. This program offered academic 
as well as enrichment opportunities during the afternoon 
hours (Klein and Bolus, 2002) . 
While there is substantial evidence that demonstrates 
that OST programs are producing significant gains for 
students academically there are some findings that 
contradict these reports. A controversial report by 
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. did not find significant 
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academic gains for students who attended a number of 21st 
Century Community Learning Center sites (Dynarski et al., 
2003). 
Several agencies including The After-school 
Corporation of New York, an advocacy group for OST 
programs, have questioned the validity of the Mathematica 
report. The report has several issues that limit its 
effectiveness. The Mathematica report studied eighty 
elementary and middle school programs. This represented 
approximately 1.5% of all the 21st CCLC sites. The middle 
school sample represented the demographic make-up of all 
middle school programs in the United States. The elementary 
school sample did not mirror the larger elementary school 
population of 21st CCLC sites. In addition, it is unclear 
whether the sample and control groups were demographically 
similar for elementary and middle school samples. These 
factors may have influenced the outcome data. The 
Mathematica report included information that was collected 
during one year of programming with an additional year 
scheduled to be released upon completion. The average daily 
attendance for elementary school students was 40% and for 
middle school students it was 30%. These represent low 
attendance rates. A report by TASC that found positive 
academic outcomes for students who participated in their 
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OST programs reported an average daily attendance of 78% 
for elementary school students and 57% for middle school 
students. The Mathematica report is being used to justify 
policy decisions that proposed a decrease and eventual 
elimination of Federal funding for OST programs (The After- 
School Corporation, 2003). 
Findings indicate that program quality and mission 
impact how much time children who attend formal after¬ 
school programs spend on academic tasks. The children in a 
Posner & Vandell (1994) study who attended formal programs 
spent more time on academic activities than their non¬ 
participating peers. These same children had better 
academic grades and social adjustments in school. In 
contrast Marshal et al. (1997) found that the children in 
their study did not spend more time in academic activities 
in their formal after-school programs when compared to 
children who did not attend formal programs. 
To further complicate the picture different types of 
activities and goals are associated with different outcomes 
for children. For example Pierce, Hamm, and Vandell (1999) 
found that program flexibility was a key factor in the 
development of social skills among boys. More flexible 
programs provided opportunities for boys to learn how to 
negotiate and share. Girls were not impacted by program 
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flexibility. The same study found that limiting the number 
of program activities, for boys, resulted in increased 
reading and math scores and fewer internalizing and 
externalizing behavior problems. Many of the studies 
discussed in this section did not examine the relationships 
between staff and children. These relationships and their 
corresponding impact on program quality may have impacted 
the results. 
Contradicting evidence and inconsistency in program 
design and research methods make it challenging to 
ascertain what types of programs are producing specific 
academic outcomes for children and youth. Some argue that 
after-school programs should not be focusing on academic 
outcomes. Instead, Halpern (2004) suggests that after¬ 
school programs have a history of supporting child 
development and looking for academic outcomes is counter to 
the goals of many programs. 
The studies may produce conflicting evidence relative 
to program outcomes for a number of reasons. One factor 
that may influence evaluation outcomes is the quality of 
the program. The following section examines program quality 
and its relationship to program outcomes. 
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Program Quality 
Program quality is often defined by the types of 
activities and support that are offered to the children and 
youth who attend after-school programs. For example the 
National School—age Care Alliance offers 36 keys to quality 
that programs should demonstrate. Two examples of these 
keys are "Staff relate to all children and youth in 
positive ways", and "The daily schedule is flexible, and 
offers enough security, independence and stimulation to 
meet the needs of all children and youth" (The National 
School Age Care Alliance, 1998). Programs are rated in each 
of the 36 keys via a self-study process followed by a visit 
from an outside evaluator. 
The evaluation of the quality of a program is an 
important component when considering research outcomes. 
There is a relationship between program quality inputs and 
the types of outcomes that are obtained in the research. 
For example, boys in a first grade classroom had fewer 
internalizing problems and externalizing problems when they 
attended an after-school program where program staff were 
positive. Negative behavior is classified as internalized 
or externalized depending on whether the antisocial 
behavior is turned inward toward self or outward toward 
others (Lacey & LeBlanc, 2001). Conversely, a group of boys 
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had lower reading and math scores when they attended an 
after-school program where the staff were negative towards 
children (Pierce, Hamm, & Vandell, 1999). In a study that 
did not consider program quality, standardized test scores 
for a group of middle class students who attended an after¬ 
school program were lower than their peers. This study 
examined school age children in an after-school setting 
that was geared toward younger children. This program was 
probably not appropriate for school age children (Vandell & 
Corasaniti, 1988 as cited in Brimhall, Reaney, & West, 
1999). Pierce et al. (1999) found that children from 
programs that had a large variety of activities reported 
more positive experiences than those who attended programs 
where there were fewer activity choices. This finding 
contradicts Pierce, Hamm & Vandell (1995), who found that 
boys with fewer activity choices had better reading and 
math scores. The difference in these findings may be due to 
the study perspective. In the Pierce et al. (1999) study 
the students were reporting their feelings about the 
program as compared with the Pierce, Hamm & Vandell (1999) 
study that gathered information from teachers and 
educators. Rosenthal and Vandell (1996) reported a number 
of key program features that contribute to quality in 
after-school programs. When child to staff ratios were high 
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and staff education was low, researchers found more 
negative child staff interactions. When program enrollment 
was high and there were more negative child staff 
interactions children reported a poorer program climate. 
Quality may also be a factor in the different types of 
programs that children are enrolled in. Children from high- 
income families were more likely to be enrolled in programs 
that offered a greater degree of flexibility (Pierce et 
al., 1999). As previously noted more flexible programs 
offered advantages to boys' adjustments in school. Middle 
income children who attended low quality programs showed 
poor behavior. This may be because they were missing out on 
the enrichment opportunities, such as music lessons and 
sports, that other middle-income children were able to 
participate in (Posner & Vandell, 1994). 
There are several documents that offer guidelines for 
program quality. The National Youth Development Information 
Center, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency, the 
TASC Corporation, the National School Age Care Alliance, 
and the SEARCH Institute are a few examples of 
organizations that offer guidelines on program quality 
(Peter, 2002). One common element among all of the 
guidelines and suggestions is a component that provides for 
caring and responsible adult interactions. A second 
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component that the majority of standards include is the 
developmental appropriateness of the activities that are 
offered (Halpern, 1992; Peter, 2002; Schwartz, 2003). The 
National After-school Association (formerly the National 
School Age Care Alliance) has an accreditation program that 
includes an extensive self -study and a site visit from a 
nationally certified accreditation team (The National 
School Age Care Alliance, 1998). The National Institute for 
Out of School Time Programs offers summer courses to 
individuals who are interested in becoming quality advisors 
for programs in the field (National Institute on Out-of- 
School Time, 2003). Many research studies discussed in this 
literature review did not discuss the issue of program 
quality. Some stated that programs were quality programs 
but did not define what "quality" indicated. 
The current study related to children's friendships 
considered program quality in the study design. It is 
unclear based on previous findings which quality components 
will influence the development and quality of a child's 
friendship. It is theorized that programs that provide for 
adult modeling of pro-social behaviors and encourage 
positive peer relationships will have participants that 
have higher quality friendships. 
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Challenges in determining program effectiveness 
There are two areas that present substantial 
challenges in determining whether programs are effective. 
The first challenge is the variety of purposes and goals 
that individual programs seek to attain. In addition to the 
variety of purposes there are several different governing 
agencies that oversee OST programs. These agencies have 
different reasons for operating programs. The second 
challenge in determining program effectiveness is the 
difference in program populations. This section will 
examine the different purposes and goals of programs, the 
lead agencies that oversee programs and the different 
populations of children and youth who attend programs. 
Program effectiveness and program quality represent 
two separate domains. Effective programs are those programs 
that meet their intended goal. A program does not 
necessarily have to be a high quality program in order to 
be effective. For example, if a program's goal is to serve 
a certain number of children over the course of a year, 
They may meet that goal without offering a high quality 
experience to the participants. 
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Purpose 
Given the long and varied history of OST programs, it 
is not surprising that today's programs have a number of 
different goals. Many types of after-school programs are 
developed to address the particular needs of individual 
communities. Some programs have a single goal such as 
improving reading skills in a low-income population. Others 
offer a large range of activities and strive to accomplish 
a number of different outcomes (National Study, 1993 as 
cited in Schwartz, 2003). Typically the largest programs 
are taking on a narrow focus (Lee, 2001; Tolman, Pittman, 
Yohalem, Thomases, and Trammel, 2002). The programs that 
address a specific issue are often successful in changing 
the single outcome that they are targeting but may not meet 
the needs of the whole child (DeAngelis, 2001) . One example 
is programs that are designed to improve state standardized 
test scores. The best programs according to Roth, Brooks- 
Gunn, Murray and Foster (as cited in DeAngelis, 2001) are 
based on a youth development model rather than a risk- 
behavior model. In other words the best programs strive to 
meet the developmental needs of the children and youth that 
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attend them rather than eliminate one particular risk 
factor. 
Programs listed a number of different activities that 
they used to accomplish their stated goals. The following 
are examples of specific activities that were described in 
self-reported program evaluation data. The Center for 
Research on the Education of Students Placed at Risk found 
that the thirty four successful programs in their survey 
met the needs of their students through study skills, 
academic subject programs, tutorial programs, language 
arts, and community created or community -based programs 
(ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education, 2003). The Urban 
Youth Network after-school programs provided academic 
support through homework assistance. Additional activities 
offered at this program were table games, open recreation, 
gym, large team sports, and group discussions (Halpern, 
1992). The 21st Century Community Learning Center for At- 
Risk students located in Palm Beach, FI provided activities 
designed to improve reading and math skills, develop social 
skills, and allowed students to take part in recreational 
activities as well as the arts and cultural experiences 
(Lacey and LeBlanc, 2001). Some of the goals listed by the 
Greenfield, MA public schools included arts and creative 
exploration, literacy integration, theater, music. 
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community service learning, and indoor and outdoor play 
(Greenfield Public Schools, 2002). 
In sum, eighty percent of programs in the United 
States provide daily opportunities for students to 
socialize, play board games, read, do homework, be involved 
in physical activity, build with blocks and enjoy free time 
(Department of Education, 1991). As previously stated, 
Posner and Vandell (1999) found that children in after¬ 
school programs spent more time taking part in academics 
and enrichment activities than children who did not attend 
formal programs. 
Who are the individuals or agencies that are operating 
these programs? Two-thirds of programs are operated by non¬ 
profit organizations. Nineteen percent of these include 
private nonprofit organizations such as arts and cultural 
centers, park districts, or neighborhood-based 
collaboratives. Ten percent of after-school programs are 
run at private schools, seven percent are run by private 
nonprofit social service or youth serving agencies such as 
YMCA's, six percent are run by church or religious groups 
and five percent are run by state, county or local 
government. Public schools operate 18% of programs in the 
United States (Tolman, Pittman, Yohalem, Thomases, & 
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Trammel, 2002; Lee, 2001; Department of Education 
University of California at Irvine, 2002). 
There is conflicting information about the benefits of 
housing after-school programs in the public schools. 
Seligson & Allenson (1993) state that students who are 
experiencing academic or social difficulty at school may 
not be the best participants for a program run in the 
school building. However, Mahoney & Cairn (1997) in their 
examination of extra-curricular activities and high school 
drop out rates state that after-school events at school may 
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create opportunities for students to create a "positive and 
voluntary connection to their educational institution" 
(Mahoney & Cairn, 1997; Schwartz, 2003; Nash and Fraser, 
1998). It is unclear in both the Seligson & Allenson (1993) 
report and the Mahoney & Cairn (1997) study whether there 
is research based evidence to confirm their statements. 
More research is needed to determine the benefits and 
determinates of housing OST programs in the public schools. 
One logistical benefit of housing programs at the public 
schools is the elimination of transportation and the 
continuity of care. 
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Program Participants 
As previously stated the number of children who are 
participating in OST programs is steadily increasing. This 
trend will probably continue into the future. While the 
rate of participation is steadily increasing the amount of 
hours that children are in care has remained fairly 
constant at 14 hours, 1995 and approximately 13 total hours 
in 1997 (Brimhall et al., 1999; Capizzano, Tout, & Adams, 
2000) 
The next section of this review will examine 
participation rates of children in various types of care. 
Comparisons will be made between self-care, mother care, 
and informal adult supervision. There are several factors 
that are associated with the type of care that a child 
receives before and after-school. The most predominant 
factors are parental employment status, family type, race, 
maternal education and family income. Two additional 
factors are the age and the gender of the child (Posner & 
Vandell, 1999; Posner & Vandell, 1994). 
Not surprisingly studies find that children who have 
working mothers are more likely to use after-school care as 
compared to mother care. Mother care specifically refers to 
care given by a mother as opposed to another member of the 
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family (Posner & Vandell, 1994). In addition children whose 
mothers work full time spend more time in non-parental care 
(14 hours) as compared to children whose mothers work part 
time (11 hours). Single parents and two parent households 
differ in the amount of hours of non-parental care. 
Children in Kindergarten through third grade who lived with 
one parent spent more time in non-parental care (16 hours) 
than children who lived with two parents (12 hours) 
(Brimhall et al., 1999) 
For one-parent households formal after-school 
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programs may offer more than just a child-care solution. 
One study, conducted by Vandell & Ramanan (1991), found 
that children from single parent, low-income families who 
attended formal after-school programs had fewer behavior 
problems than children who returned home to their mother. 
The researchers theorized that the stressed single mothers 
were unable to provide an emotionally supportive 
environment for their children. 
Race is another factor associated with the type of 
after-school care a child receives. Forty five percent of 
black children received care after-school from persons 
other than their parents as compared to thirty-four percent 
of white children and thirty one percent of Hispanic 
children. It has been suggested that this may be related to 
42 
the number of black children who are living with single 
mothers. These mothers are required to work more hours in 
order to support their families (Brimhall et al., 1999). 
Family income is related to the type of after-school 
arrangement. Brimhall et al. (1999) found that children 
from high income families (those who lived in households 
where the median income was over $50,000) were more likely 
to be enrolled in formal after-school programs as compared 
to children who lived in households where the median income 
was less than $50,000. This finding is consistent with data 
obtained in 1997 that found more children from higher 
income families in supervised care arrangements after 
school. Contradicting this data is the finding that the 
number of hours that children are spending in supervised 
care settings is related to income. Children from lower 
income families spend more hours in supervised care than 
children from higher income families (Capizzano et al., 
2000). 
The research suggests that children from lower income 
families with working single parents are more likely to be 
enrolled in formal after-school programs, and children from 
higher income families are more likely to be enrolled in 
formal after-school programs. There may be two sets of 
circumstances that are producing this seemingly 
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contradictory information. Children from low-income 
families are more likely to live in dangerous neighborhoods 
where it is unsafe to leave children unsupervised after 
school. The children from high-income families may seek out 
after-school programs for the enrichment and social 
experiences that they can provide for their children. A gap 
exists between these two groups. The children who come from 
families in between these two income levels may live in 
safe neighborhoods, but their families can not afford to 
provide enrichment experiences for their children in a 
formal after-school setting. These children are more likely 
to be in self-care arrangements. 
Approximately 5 million children spend part of each 
week without adult supervision (Miller, 1995). Studies show 
that children in self-care are at significantly greater 
risk of truancy from school, stress, receiving poor grades, 
risk-taking behavior and substance use (Dwyer et. al, 1990; 
Pettit, 1997). There are a number of issues that may be 
factors in the positive and negative effects of self-care. 
It is generally noted that children from low-income 
families who are in self-care are at a greater risk for 
antisocial behavior than children from middle income 
families (Vandell and Ramanan, 1991). Children in self-care 
are described as more headstrong and hyperactive. It is 
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unclear whether the self-care produces the hyperactivity 
and tendency to be headstrong or children who are 
headstrong and hyperactive are more likely to be left in 
self-care. 
Mother's education plays an important role in the type 
of care that children are involved in after-school. Posner 
and Vandell (1994) found that children whose mothers had a 
higher level of education were more likely to have their 
children in formal after-school programs and informal care 
arrangements rather than returning home after school. 
Conclusion 
This chapter provided background information and an 
overview of the field of out-of-school time programs. Part 
one discussed why it is important to determine if OST 
programs are effective. This included the history and 
funding of OST programs. Part two looked at the current 
literature as it pertains to program effectiveness and 
quality. Part three discussed some of the challenges in 
determining program effectiveness, including the different 
purposes and populations being served by individual 
programs. The final part of this chapter will provide a 
summary, examine current public opinion, and discuss where 
there are gaps in the research. 
45 
this time the climate in the United States supports 
the idea of OST programming for children and youth. A 
survey conducted in January of 2000 showed universal 
support for OST programs. Ninety two percent of American 
voters believe that after-school programs are a fundamental 
part of youth development. Ninety percent of voters support 
the idea of enriching and academic programs that take place 
five days a week after-school and fifty five percent 
believe all children should attend. The public does not 
consider after-school programs to be "add-ons." When asked 
who should be responsible for setting up these programs, 
schools came out on top with 30%, followed by parent groups 
(25%), local governments (18%) and community organizations 
(16%). What did the voters think about funding? 66% of 
voters were willing to use state and federal tax money to 
pay for programs (Riley, 1999). 
This willingness on the part of the general public to 
support after-school programs increases the importance of 
determining what types of affect the programs are having on 
the children and youth who attend. The current study 
related to children's friendships will help to clarify the 
relationship between after-school program participation and 
the development of children's peer relationships. 
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In general OST programs developed to serve a number of 
different purposes in the United States. Numerous studies 
document the impact that OST programs have in the area of 
safety and supervision. It is well established that 
children and youth who are involved in after-school 
programs are less likely to be victims and perpetrators of 
crimes. Another well established area is the benefits of 
play in a child's life. Although nobody will debate the 
fact that play is an important part of child development it 
is often squeezed out by other priorities such as 
academics. OST programs may be one of the last formal 
places that can provide safe opportunities for children to 
engage in play. 
Academic support has moved to the forefront of OST 
program priorities. At this time there is a focus on 
standardized testing and accountability in the public 
schools. Funding for OST programs that is provided by the 
Department of Education is primarily linked to the goal of 
academic achievement. Evaluation data, with few exceptions 
such as the Mathematics report, demonstrate that OST 
programs can impact academic achievement by providing 
additional support to program participants. In addition, 
there is evidence that programs that are not specifically 
designed to provide remedial assistance also positively 
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impact student achievement. These findings suggest that OST 
programs can be designed to meet a variety of child 
development needs and not single out academic support at 
the expense of other development areas. 
Despite the growing body of research related to this 
field there is still a substantial distance to travel. The 
research that specifically pertains to OST programs is 
limited. There are relatively few studies that examine 
specific developmental outcomes and the types of benefits 
that children can gain in general programs. One area where 
there is very little research is peer relationships and 
more specifically, children's friendships in OST programs. 
Peer interactions and relationships are frequently 
mentioned in research studies, but formal examinations of 
these interactions are minimal. Many of the program quality 
guidelines and evaluation tools designed for OST programs 
have a section pertaining to peer relationships. It is 
suggested throughout the literature that OST programs 
provide increased opportunities for children to interact 
with each other (Posner and Vandell, 1994; Marshal et. al., 
1997). A number of questions are left unanswered. One 
question is do these peer interactions in OST programs 
result in friendships? If they do result in the formation 
of friendships are they high quality friendships from which 
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students are gaining valuable social and emotional 
benefits? 
As previously mentioned, the current trend in OST 
Programming is toward academic achievement and support. 
Does this academic emphasis in some programs preclude the 
formation of dyadic friendships? Children's friendships in 
OST Programs are an important area. Findings in the field 
of friendship studies provide evidence that high quality 
friendships support well being throughout the life cycle 
(Hartup, 1997). Are OST Programs a place where high quality 
friendships can be fostered? It is important to determine 
the role of OST Programs in friendship development 
including the quality of these relationships. If high 
quality friendships can be supported in OST Programs is 
there a way to combine the many goals related to OST 
Programs and meet the needs of the whole child? Chapter 
three will start to explore the world of children's peer 
relationships. 
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CHAPTER 3 
CHILDREN'S FRIENDSHIPS 
Chapter two provided an overview and background of OST 
programs. Chapter three provides an overview of the 
research related specifically to children's peer 
relationships. Although the majority of peer relationship 
studies are conducted in schools during the school day 
there are a number of natural intersections between the 
research related to OST programs and the research on 
children's peer relationships. Many of the social and 
emotional goals of OST programs may be met through the 
promotion of positive peer relationships and more 
specifically high quality dyadic friendships. 
OST Programs may provide an ideal environment for 
children to develop high quality relationships. There are 
greater opportunities for children to interact with their 
peers than during the regular school day. This increased 
opportunity for peer interaction may be the result of less 
stringent demands for academic outcomes. 
Chapter three examines why friendship is important in 
a child's development. The findings related to peer 
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relationships provide a number of links to the current 
study that examines children's friendships in after-school 
programs. It is important to examine the impact of OST 
Programs in the domain of children's friendship development 
and more specifically the quality of these friendships. 
Studies in the field of children's friendship are 
exploring the links between children's peer adjustment and 
subsequent academic, social and emotional outcomes. Whether 
it is feelings of loneliness, (Asher, 1984) positive child 
development, academic success, (Newcomb, 1995; Wentzel and 
Caldwell, 1997) or the moderation of peer victimization, 
(Schwartz et. al, 2000) studies provide strong evidence 
that children's friendships are a contributing factor in 
many areas of development. How OST Programs offer 
opportunities for children to develop high quality 
friendships is an important link between the two fields of 
research. 
Chapter three examines studies related to children's 
friendships. The first section examines the difference 
between group acceptance and dyadic friendships, as well as 
relevant study methodology and terminology. Section two 
discusses the benefits of children's peer relationships and 
the consequences of not having these relationships. Section 
three looks at the specific qualities of dyadic 
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sndships . Ssction four sxsminGs individual differences 
among children including, age, gender, and the presence of 
special needs or challenging behaviors that affect 
friendship. Section five describes the environmental 
factors that influence children's friendships. The final 
section of this chapter explores the potential link between 
the research related to peer relationships and OST 
programs. 
Group acceptance versus friendship 
Many studies in the field of children's social 
relationships focus on a child's peer status and group 
acceptance. Research evolved over the past 20 years and 
includes specific examinations of dyadic peer relationships 
or friendships. Research confirms that both group 
acceptance and dyadic friendships are developmentally 
important and each occupy their own domain relative to an 
individual's social and emotional growth (Asher, 1996; 
Buckowski and Hoza, 1989 in Newcomb, 1995). The following 
section discusses group acceptance in order to lay a 
foundation for the subsequent information related to 
children's friendships. 
Group acceptance or sociometric status describes an 
individual's place in a social group. More specifically, 
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this domain describes how much a child is liked or disliked 
by his or her peers (Gifford-Smith, 2002). Sociometric 
status is primarily obtained using two different 
procedures. The first procedure uses peer nominations and 
asks students to identify the children in their class that 
they "like most". Children are typically given a class 
roster and are asked to circle the names of the peers in 
their class that they most like to play with (Coie et al. 
1982). The second procedure asks children to rate all of 
the peers in their classroom on a continuum from one to 
five. One represents children that the child "very much 
likes to play with" and five represents children that the 
child "does not like to play with at all". Group acceptance 
can be calculated using one or a combination of these 
methods. 
Sociometric measures typically identify children and 
place them in one of five different categories relative to 
other children in the classroom. Popular children are 
children who are actively liked by their peers. Rejected 
children are actively disliked by their peers. Neglected 
children are neither liked nor disliked by their peers. 
Controversial children are actively liked by some peers and 
actively disliked by other peers. Average children receive 
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mid range scores statistically in comparison to other 
members of the class (Gifford-Smith, 2002) . 
There are differences between children who have 
friends and children who do not have friends. In general 
children who have friends and are highly accepted are 
described by their peers in several positive ways. These 
children are seen as friendly, cooperative, and altruistic. 
They typically have good perspective taking skills (Doll, 
1996). On the other end of the spectrum, children who lack 
friends typically fall into one of four categories. 
Children may lack the social cognition to make and maintain 
friendships: simply put, they lack social judgment and 
respond inappropriately in social situations. The second 
group of children lack empathy. This lack of empathy 
becomes more problematic as the child gets older and 
empathy is expected by peers. The third group of children 
isolate themselves from their peers. Children in this group 
may not understand how to initiate contact with a group or 
may have a negative history of interaction. The final group 
simply lacks the opportunity to interact with their peers 
(Doll, 1996). Several other personal characteristics are 
linked to social status including physical appearance, 
athleticism, (Li 1985, as cited in Gifford) behavioral 
styles and specific social skills (Newcomb et al., as cited 
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in Gifford). All of these factors that relate to why 
children lack friends may be an important link to OST 
Programming. Children who lack friends during the school 
day due to isolation, lack of opportunity and social 
cognition difficulties may be afforded a chance to achieve 
successful, high quality friendships during their after¬ 
school program. Proper program design may provide social 
supports for children who are having difficulties making 
and maintaining friendships. 
Recent studies are further subdividing the 
classifications of group acceptance and are addressing the 
lack of homogeneity within acceptance levels. For instance 
no.t all popular children are friendly and cooperative. Some 
children who are popular are more assertive and socially 
aggressive than their peers (Parkhurst, Hopmeyer, 1998 in 
Gifford). Likewise, rejected children can fall into one of 
two different categories. The literature now differentiates 
between aggressive-rejected children and non-aggressive 
rejected children. 
Popular, average, and neglected children do not appear 
to suffer from negative developmental outcomes as a result 
of their peer status (Gifford-Smith and Brownell, 2002) . 
Developmental difficulties are highly associated with 
rejected children, but there is a difference between 
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aggressive-rejected children and non-aggressive rejected 
children. Gifford-Smith (1998) found that non-aggressive 
rejected children exhibited behaviors that were marginally 
beyond the social norms of the group. These children were 
less likely to suffer from negative developmental outcomes 
than their aggressive-rejected counterparts. Gifford-Smith 
and Brownell (2002) suggest, in their review of the 
literature, that children who are non-aggressive rejected 
may be engaged in "subtle norm violations". It is therefore 
reasonable to expect that as the norms of the group change 
the status of these children changes. While non-aggressive- 
rejected children are less likely to suffer from negative 
developmental outcomes, their aggressive-rejected 
counterparts are at risk for a number of developmental 
difficulties. Parker and Asher (1987) examined the 
empirical research related to children's peer relations and 
later adjustment. They found that 28% to 70% of mal¬ 
adjusted adults had peer relationship difficulty. Low peer 
acceptance was associated with school drop-out. In 
addition, aggressiveness was predictive of later 
criminality. Earlier studies did not subdivide rejected 
children into two separate categories, but it is still 
possible to examine early research in this area and re¬ 
interpret the outcomes with the knowledge that the 
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sociometric sub-groups may not be as homogeneous as 
researchers once thought. Further results relative to group 
acceptance and the impact on children's development will be 
discussed in later sections of this chapter. 
There may be a link to OST Programs relative to 
aggression and peer rejected status. If children are 
rejected in their school environment, are they more likely 
to be rejected in their after-school environment? More 
research is needed to determine if providing opportunities 
for high quality friendships in after-school programs can 
change a child's social status during the school day. 
While social status and group acceptance are the 
degree to which a child is liked or disliked in a group, 
friendship represents a voluntary relationship between two 
individuals (Buckowski & Hoza 1989, as cited in Newcomb & 
Bagwell 1995). The research on peer acceptance is more 
extensive than studies on friendship, but there are still 
numerous studies related to this unique dyadic 
relationship. The presence of dyadic friendships can be 
found across group acceptance levels. Status levels in 
friendship studies refer to the relative popularity of a 
child. Children from high status groups tend to have more 
friendships than children from low status groups: however, 
high status does not guarantee a mutual friendship. Some 
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children in high status groups do not have a mutual friend 
while many children from low status groups do have a mutual 
friend (Parker and Asher, 1993). 
Many studies examine the difference between friends 
and non-friends. Newcomb and Bagwell (1995) conducted a 
meta-analytic review and reported a number of significant 
findings relative to the "nature of friendship". Friends 
spend time together in a cooperative environment where the 
power in the relationship is equally shared. Friends are 
intimate with each other and offer a level of disclosure 
through talking and increased social activity. In addition, 
although friends and non-friends experience the same level 
of conflict in their relationships, friends are more 
willing and interested in resolving these conflicts. 
Friendships are more challenging to study than social 
status due to the inconsistency in research methods and 
philosophies about what constitutes a friendship. The 
methodology that is often used to examine children's 
friendships is similar to the peer nomination procedure 
used to determine group status. Students in friendship 
studies are typically asked to identify their friends in 
their classroom. As in the peer nomination procedure in 
group acceptance studies some researchers allow an 
unlimited selection of friendship choices while others 
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limit the selection to two or three other classmates. There 
are differences in the way that researchers define 
friendship between two children. Some researchers recognize 
the contribution of unilateral nominations, while others 
require a reciprocal nomination from the identified friend. 
Yugar and Shapiro (2001) found that there was very little 
agreement between children's peer nominations and 
reciprocated peer nominations. Parker and Asher (1993) 
found that even among very best friends, children often had 
their own version of the friendship relationship. They 
found that friendship was really an interpretation of a 
relationship and varied between the two individuals 
involved. This finding suggests that even a unilateral 
relationship represents a friendship for some children. 
Friendship as a developmental domain 
There are several areas in which friendship and group 
acceptance provide support for a child's social and 
emotional development. This section examines the benefits 
that friendship can offer and the consequences of not 
having friendships. Four research areas are highlighted. 
The first is feelings of loneliness in children. The second 
is the contribution that children's peer relationships make 
towards academic success. The third and fourth cover the 
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contributions of friendships for children with challenging 
behaviors and for at-risk children. 
Loneliness in children 
Loneliness is a subjective experience with a number of 
different contributing factors. Asher and Paquette (2003) 
point out that loneliness in and of itself is not an 
indicator of pathology but is a normal experience for most 
people at some point in their lives. However, chronic 
feelings of loneliness can lead to maladjustment, school 
drop out, alcoholism, and medical problems. Approximately 
ten percent of elementary school age children self-report 
feeling lonely either most of the time or all of the time 
(Asher, Hymel &Renshaw, 1984). 
Researchers find a number of factors that are 
associated with feelings of loneliness in children. Low 
social status is one of these factors. Children that are 
rejected by their peers report more feelings of loneliness 
than higher status children. Interestingly, non-aggressive 
rejected children report more feelings of loneliness than 
aggressive-rejected children (Williams and Asher 1987 in 
Renshaw, 1993) . 
Friendship can act as a mitigating factor for 
loneliness. Children who are categorized as rejected have 
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fewer feelings of loneliness if they have at least one 
friend. Children with no friends report greater feelings of 
loneliness than children with at least one friendship. This 
is true regardless of the social status of the child 
(Renshaw and Brown, 1993). It doesn't seem to matter which 
friends a child has. Even children with friends who engage 
in behaviorally delinquent behavior report less loneliness 
than children with no friends (Brendgen, Vitaro, and 
Bukowski, 2000) . Reducing feelings of loneliness through 
the development of friendships in OST Programs may help to 
contribute to the emotional needs of a child. 
Academics 
Findings in the field of friendship support the theory 
that friendship, peer acceptance and group membership are 
predictors for academic achievement (Wentzel, 1997). 
Children who are aggressive-rejected have academic 
difficulties (Wentzel, 1995; Dubow, 1988). A number of 
theories are proposed as to why highly accepted children 
have greater academic success as compared to their rejected 
peers. Wentzel (1997) suggests that peer acceptance allows 
students a greater opportunity to receive help with school 
work and important information from their peers. Help and 
guidance is one of the traits associated with high quality 
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friendships (Parker and Asher, 1993). An alternative theory 
suggested by Coie et al. proposes that there is an 
underlying problem with children who under-perform 
academically. This issue effects both social competence and 
academic achievement (Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 2002). 
While it is challenging to determine what the causal 
relationship is between social status, friendship and 
school achievement, there are some attributes of friendship 
that are associated with learning. Brain research points to 
the fact that the brain is a social organism and learns 
best through social interaction. Newcomb and Bagwell (1995) 
hypothesize that friends may be suited to some cognitive 
tasks more than others. An example is tasks that involve 
the need for creativity and free expression. Friends are 
willing to share ideas and converse with each other more 
frequently than non-friends. 
Behavior 
It is not surprising that researchers find that 
behavior difficulties are associated with friendship 
difficulties. Children who are rejected by their peers show 
more behavior difficulties than neglected, average and 
popular children. French & Waas (1995) found that children 
who were rejected by their peers were more likely to be 
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hyperactive, aggressive, delinquent, and act more socially 
withdrawn than children in other sociometric categories. 
Dubow (1988) further refined the association between social 
status and aggressive behavior. He found that aggressive 
children were found largely in the rejected and average 
groups but were not found in the popular and neglected 
groups of children. The implications for these difficulties 
have long term effects. Parker and Asher (1987) found that 
long term social problems are strongly correlated with 
dropping out of school and criminality. The causal 
relationship is not clear in these studies however, there 
may be implications for OST Programs. If children can be 
taught the social skills that allow them to engage in 
friendships they may be less likely to engage in 
challenging behaviors and move out of the rejected peer 
group. 
At-risk populations 
Researchers find that positive peer relationships and 
friendships can be a mitigating factor for children in at- 
risk groups. Schwartz (2000) found that children from harsh 
home environments were later found to be victimized by 
peers. Children who formed friendships with their peers 
despite their earlier home environments were not victimized 
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by their peers. The presence of friendships helped to 
^itipste the effects of the home environment. In addition, 
internalizing and externalizing behavior difficulties 
associated with children who are victimized were not found 
in children who had at least one mutual very best 
friendship (Hodges, 1999). Can OST Programs promote 
friendship development and impact later outcomes for 
children and youth? 
Research evidence points to a number of strong 
connections between the presence of friendships and 
positive social and emotional outcomes for children. The 
next section will examine the specific qualities of 
friendship. 
Qualities of friendship 
Strong evidence supports the theory that friendship 
plays an important role in the development process (Hartup, 
1996). Having high quality friendships is correlated with 
an individual's sense of well-being throughout life 
(Hartup, 1997). Specific friendship qualities are 
classified using a number of different terminologies. The 
essential elements involve a number of characteristics that 
provide a basis for the identification of high quality 
friendships. The first requirement is mutual liking and 
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companionship. Friends spend time together and engage in 
mutual activities. Second, friends help each other. They 
cooperate and share with each other in a willing and open 
environment. Third, the friendship relationship is 
important to both members of the dyad. There is a sharing 
of power in the relationship and a loyalty to maintaining 
the friendship. Fourth, friends care about and support each 
other. Fifth, friends are involved in intimate disclosure. 
They share secrets, explore ideas, and engage in 
conversation that helps to support their emotional 
development. Finally, while friends have as many conflicts 
as non-friends, the resolution of these conflicts is an 
important aspect of the relationship. (Newcomb and 
Bagwell, 1995; Parker and Asher, 1993; Doll, 1996) 
The quality of individual friendships can affect the 
value of the relationship. Gifford-Smith & Brownell (2003) 
in their review of the literature suggest that high quality 
friendships contribute more positively to a child's 
development than low quality friendships. Children with 
high quality friendships report fewer feelings of 
loneliness, (Parker & Asher, 1993) have higher self-esteem 
and are better adjusted at school (Furman, 1996 in Gifford- 
Smith). One contributing factor related to the quality of 
friendships is a child's peer status. Parker and Asher 
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(1993) compared the quality of friendships between low, 
average and high status children. They found that the 
quality of friendships for low-status children was lower 
than the quality of friendships for their highly-accepted 
and average peers. Friendship quality is an important 
factor to consider when assessing children's friendships. 
The quality of children's friendships is a good measure of 
the value of the relationship. 
Intrinsic factors that affect friendship 
There are a number of aspects that affect the 
development and quality of children's friendships. The 
following section examines some of the research that 
explores these factors. The first section describes the 
different ages and stages of friendship development. In 
section two the influence of gender is examined. In the 
final section the presence of special needs and the 
ramifications of special education are discussed. 
Age and stages of friendship 
Researchers are keenly aware of the different ages and 
stages of friendship. Children of different ages have 
different expectations from their friends and choose their 
friends based on different attributes. Pre-school and 
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kindergarten children choose their friendships based on a 
convenience theory. The individuals that young children 
have as friends are the peers that they play with, and the 
peers that they play with are consequently categorized as 
friends. Early elementary school children rely on a 
contractual relationship with their friends. They save 
swings for each other and understand that friends do favors 
for one another. These friendships are self-serving in 
nature but there is an understanding on the part of the 
young elementary student that in order to gain favors from 
a friend some sacrifices must be made. Late elementary 
school children are still operating under the same 
contractual agreement as their early elementary 
counterparts but the favors are more sophisticated. 
Children at this age are sharing secrets and are more 
likely to engage in intimate disclosure. Adolescent 
relationships closely mirror the friendships of adults. The 
main difference is the disregard for self that is often 
demonstrated in the adolescent relationship (Doll, 1996; 
Bigelow, 1982) . 
At all stages of development friendship plays an 
important role. Hartup and Stevens (1997), in their review 
of the literature, found that the number of friends and the 
amount of time spent with friends changes throughout 
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childhood. Pre-school children have between .9 and 1.7 
friends on average as compared to school-aged children who 
have 3 to 5 best friends (Hallinan, 1980). Children in 
middle childhood and adolescence spend the most time with 
their peers, at 29% of their waking hours, as compared to 
children and adults at other stages of life (Larson and 
Bradney, 1988 in Hartup and Stevens). 
Friendship not only takes on different 
developmental meaning at each age but there are differences 
in the qualities of the relationship. Jones and Dembo 
(1989) found that the level of intimacy increased as 
children increased in age. The children in their eleven and 
twelve year old category reported more intimate 
relationships with their friends as compared to their nine 
and ten year old counterparts. In another study, children 
in seventh grade expected more empathetic understanding 
from their friends than children in third grade expected. 
» 
While empathetic understanding and intimate disclosure 
increases as children get older, their expectations that 
they are involved in mutual activities decreases. Third 
graders in the previous study expected to be involved in 
more mutual activities than seventh graders (Clark & 
Bittle, 1992; Berndt, Hawkins, Hoyle, 1986). 
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Competition and sharing are two other aspects of 
friendship that change over time. Berndt, Hawkins and Hoyle 
(1986) found that friends in a fourth and eighth grade 
sample were concerned about how they appeared on their 
performance of a standardized task compared to their 
friends. They were more concerned about their performance 
on the task when they were paired with a friend than when 
they were paired with a non-friend. It was important for 
children to appear competent in the eyes of their friends. 
Fourth graders dealt with the issue of competence by 
competing with their friends. Eighth grade students dealt 
with this issue by creating a situation where they both 
came out winners. There was a higher level of sensitivity 
shown by the eighth grade students in their resolution. A 
meta-analysis by Newcomb and Bagwell (1995) found evidence 
that contradicts Berndt's (1986) conclusions about 
competition. Newcomb found that friends were involved in 
less competition than non-friends and did not try to 
dominate each other. The balance and equal sharing of power 
in the relationship was more important than competition. In 
general as children get older their coordination, 
responsiveness and intimacy towards their friends increases 
and their individualism and aggression decreases (Lansford 
and Parker, 1999) . 
69 
Gender 
Gender plays an important role in children's 
relationships. Third, fourth and fifth grade girls, in a 
study conducted by Lansford and Parker (1999), were more 
intimate, less aggressive and were more likely to share 
information than a group of boys of the same age. Girls in 
another study reported that their best friends were more 
loyal, committed and empathetic than a group of boys the 
same age (Clark & Bittle, 1992). Girls tend to report more 
intimacy in their friendships throughout the literature as 
compared to boys (Jones and Dembo, 1989; Berndt, Hawkins, 
and Hoyle, 1986). Peer acceptance attributes are also 
different for boys and girls. Boys that are categorized as 
fighters have a lower level of social acceptance. For girls 
being described as not nice was associated with lower 
social status (Benenson, 1990) 
Special Needs 
Children with special needs are often marginalized by 
their classmates according to a number of research studies. 
Stone and Greca (2001) used a sociometric rating system to 
determine the relative social status of students with 
learning disabilities as compared to their non-disabled 
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peers. They categorized students into the five social 
status groups, popular, rejected, neglected, controversial 
and average. They found that children with learning 
disabilities were found more often in the socially rejected 
and neglected groups as compared to their non-learning 
disabled peers. 
While children with special needs may have difficulty 
making and maintaining friendships in a mainstreamed 
environment, there is evidence that the quality of the 
friendships that they do have is higher than for students 
who are isolated in special schools. Heiman and Tali (2000) 
compared the relationships of students with mild 
intellectual disabilities in mainstreamed schools with a 
similar group of students in special schools. The students 
who were segregated in special schools felt more isolated 
than those students who were mainstreamed. In addition, 
these students had limited opportunities to interact with 
their friends outside of the school environment. Vaughn 
(1996) also found compelling evidence for the inclusion of 
students with learning disabilities in mainstreamed 
environments. The learning disabled students in her study 
were less liked and more frequently rejected by peers than 
the non-learning disabled students when they were first 
introduced into a mainstream environment. But over time, 
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the learning disabled students had an increase in the 
number of reciprocated friendships. 
These studies suggest that the situation for students 
with learning disabilities is not ideal in the mainstreamed 
classroom but it is significantly better than isolating 
these students in special education environments. There is 
a large body of literature that offers suggestions on how 
to facilitate the inclusion of children with special needs. 
Strategies range from organizing support teams for students 
with emotional/behavioral disorders to helping students 
with attention deficit disorder learn to communicate their 
feelings through the use of literature. 
The majority of studies on children's friendships are 
conducted in schools. Schools provide a stable environment 
with a large number of same age children. It is an ideal 
setting to conduct studies of this nature. The challenges 
presented by the non-school environment have limited the 
number of studies that are conducted in other settings. The 
next section examines a number of environmental factors 
that influence children's friendships. 
Environmental factors and multi-age settings 
Several studies examine the effects of different 
classroom environments on friendship development. Whether 
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it is the size of a class, the ability tracking of students 
or a multi-age setting, there are consequences for 
children's friendship development. 
Hallinan and Smith (2001) pointed to a number of 
classroom characteristics that influence students' peer 
relationships. They concluded that a larger class size 
allows for the formation of many different student 
friendship groups. The larger number of groups allows more 
students in the class an opportunity to be a member of a 
clique. With this membership, students are able to 
experience a sense of belonging and social recognition. 
Another characteristic that influences the number of social 
groups in a classroom is ability grouping and emphasis by 
the teacher on academic achievement. They found that 
students in high ability groups where there was a strong 
emphasis on academic achievement had fewer opportunities to 
form social relationships. 
Several studies examine the effects of multi-age 
settings on friendship development. Children in a Smith and 
Inder (1990) study talked about the benefits of their 
cross-age friends. They reported learning skills from older 
friends and enjoying the opportunity to mentor younger 
friends. This same study found that children in multi-age 
classrooms were more likely to have friends of different 
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ages. In addition, children's out-of-school time 
friendships were more likely to be with children of 
different ages. This mixing of age groups is similar to the 
groupings found in most after-school programs. If students 
in an after-school program are grouped by age it is usually 
an age span, for example, children in kindergarten through 
grade two. While the advantages of multi-age friendships 
are reported in the literature, there is very little 
examination of the quality of these relationships. OST 
Programs offer an ideal multi-age setting in which to 
conduct this research. 
There are some interesting side effects to the 
friendships found in multi-age settings. One study that 
examined the multi-age friendships of younger pre-school 
and early elementary aged children found that younger 
children in these types of settings were less likely to 
have a reciprocated friendship as compared to their older 
classmates (Caverly, Lemerise, & Harper, 2002). 
OST programs and Children's Friendships 
As previously noted, the research related to 
children's friendships is primarily conducted in schools. 
The examination of children's friendships in after-school 
program settings is not widely documented. However, there 
may be a relationship between children's friendship 
development and their attendance at an after-school 
program. The friendship literature suggests that the 
presence of friends in a child's life can improve feelings 
of self-worth, reduce feelings of loneliness, improve 
social cognition and enhance academic performance 
(Buckowski, 1984). Today, external pressure to improve test 
scores reduces the amount of time that classroom teachers 
can spend addressing the social needs of their students. 
After-school programs may be an important factor in 
the development of children's friendships. The quality of 
the programs and the program design may influence the 
formation of friendships. This may be particularly true for 
students with special needs. OST programs are an 
environment where children of all ability levels are able 
to interact. OST program design allows children from a 
variety of age groups to socialize. This multi-age grouping 
found in many OST programs may provide unique opportunities 
for children who do not have siblings. 
The intersection between OST program research and 
friendship research is minimal. OST researchers have 
examined the social and emotional growth of students in OST 
programs but they have not specifically linked these 
findings to the presence or absence of children's 
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friendships. There are many natural links between the two 
fields of study. There is a need for a formal study that 
links these two fields. 
As previously discussed the quality of children's 
friendships is indicative of the value of the relationship. 
A higher quality friendship produces better developmental 
outcomes than a lower quality friendship or non-friend 
acquaintance. It is important to understand whether higher 
quality friendships are present for the children who attend 
after-school programs. If the quality of children's 
friendships can be influenced through attendance at an 
after-school program, then it might explain some of the 
positive developmental outcomes that OST Program studies 
have demonstrated. Understanding friendship quality in 
after-school programs is an important area that needs to be 
explored. For this reason this study examines the 
development and quality of children's friendships in OST 
programs. 
The remaining three chapters will provide information 
related to this research study. Chapter four discusses the 
study methodology, chapter five provides results and 
related discussion, and chapter six examines the 
implications for OST Programs. 
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CHAPTER 4 
METHODOLOGY 
Chapter four gives an overview of the study 
methodology. The first section provides an explanation of 
the hypotheses used in this study. The second section 
describes the ten study sites and why they were chosen 
based on the hypotheses. The third section looks at 
individual characteristics of the study participants. The 
fourth section provides a description of the various tools 
that were used to collect information about friendship 
quality, after-school program quality and other relevant 
data. Finally, the last section provides an explanation of 
the methods that were used to collect data. 
Hypotheses 
The present study was designed to address a gap in the 
research and look at children's friendships in after-school 
programs. The study seeks to answer several questions about 
children's friendships in this environment. The primary 
research question is whether participation in an after¬ 
school program affects the development and quality of 
children's friendships. Because friendship quality is such 
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an important determinant of the value of friendship, this 
study uses components of friendship quality as one of the 
primary indicators of friendship success. Based on previous 
research friendship quality is subdivided into five 
distinct components. These components are defined in later 
sections of this chapter. The study compares the quality 
components of children's friendships between several groups 
of children. As previously noted, high quality friendships 
offer more valuable experiences for children's social and 
emotional growth as compared to low quality friendships and 
interactions with non-friends (Parker & Asher, 1987; 
Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995). The following section outlines 
the twelve hypotheses that are used in the design of the 
study. 
Hypotheses one and two address the potential for 
friendship differences between the after-school program 
participants and the school day students. Hypotheses three 
and four explore friendship quality and its relationship to 
after-school program quality. 
1. The quality components of children's friendships 
in after-school programs are higher than the 
quality components of children's friendships in 
regular school day classrooms. 
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2. There are fewer friendless children in after¬ 
school programs than in regular school day 
classrooms. 
3. As the quality of an after-school program 
increases the friendship quality components of 
its participants increase. 
4. As the quality of staff interactions, in an 
after-school program, increases the friendship 
quality components of participants increase. 
In addition to providing information related to after¬ 
school programs this study provides a link to other studies 
in the field of children's friendships. Several other 
factors that affect the quality of children's friendships 
are examined. Hypotheses five and six explore quality 
component differences as they relate to age and gender. 
Hypothesis seven examines friendship quality differences 
between different types of friendships. 
5. Friendship quality components for very-best 
friendships are higher than for friendships 
between best-friends, friends and non-friends. 
6. Friendship quality in the areas of intimate 
disclosure and conflict resolution is higher for 
girls than for boys. 
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. Friendship quality, in the areas of companionship 
and recreation, caring and validation, help and 
guidance, intimate disclosure, and conflict 
resolution, is higher for older children than for 
younger children. 
Two environmental factors were explored as part of this 
study; hypotheses eight and nine address economic factors 
and program location. 
S. There are no differences in friendship quality 
based on socioeconomic status. 
9. There are no differences in friendship quality 
based on program setting (rural, suburban or 
urban) 
The final hypotheses were formulated and tested at the 
completion of the initial study phase. These two hypotheses 
were introduced in order to provide possible explanations 
for the initial study results. 
10. There are a higher percentage of children with 
special needs in after-school programs as 
compared to the regular school day population. 
11. There are a higher percentage of children with 
challenging behaviors in after-school programs as 
compared to the regular school day population. 
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This research study only examines children in their 
after-school program environment. As previously noted, OST 
programs include programs that take place outside of 
traditional school hours including before-school programs 
and school vacations. The scope of this study does not 
permit a comprehensive examination of children in their 
other OST program environments. 
Study Sites 
Ten after-school programs in Western Massachusetts 
were selected for participation in this study. Because this 
is an exploratory study, programs were selected with the 
intent of providing a wide range of program attributes 
including rural and urban settings, low and high socio¬ 
economic status, and small and large program populations. 
Western Massachusetts was selected because a wide range of 
programs were available to meet the range of program 
attributes that were desired for the study sample. See 
Table 1. 
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Table 1: After-school program study site characteristics 
After- 
School 
Program 
Urban, 
Suburban 
Rural 
Free/ 
reduced 
Lunch by 
percent 
Program 
Size 
Daily 
Average 
Sample 
Size 
1 Rural 14% 50 23 13 
2 Rural 20% 36 27 12 
3 Rural 15% 22 12 14 
4 Suburban 39% 38 34 14 
5 Suburban 11% 93 69 33 
6 Suburban 32% 19 17 8 
7 Urban 44% 100 60 13 
8 Urban 59% 50 43 20 
9 Urban 29% 43 33 9 
10 Suburban 15% 32 24 13 
As illustrated in table 1, three programs are located 
in rural areas, four programs are located in suburban areas 
and three programs are located in urban areas. Free and 
reduced lunch counts at the host elementary schools served 
as a proxy for the socio-economic status of school and 
after-school participants. The host school is the school 
that either housed the after-school program or provided the 
comparison sample for the after-school program. The total 
school wide free and reduced lunch counts ranged from 11% 
to 59%. In addition to the school wide free and reduced 
lunch counts, specific school classroom counts and after¬ 
school program counts were collected and compared to the 
school wide totals. The total program size is listed in the 
column labeled "program size" in Table 1. The program sizes 
ranged from 22 participants to 100 participants and the 
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average daily attendance ranged from 12 to 69. The program 
size and the daily average represent the entire range of 
program participants from K-5 or K-6. The program size 
includes all program participants. The daily average 
represents the average number of participants who are 
scheduled to come each day. 
Analysis will determine if any of the selected factors 
affect the quality of children's friendships. It is 
expected that the location and socioeconomic indicators of 
the after-school program will not affect the quality of 
children's friendships. However, it is expected that the 
size of the after-school program and the quality of the 
program will affect the quality of children's friendships. 
Previous studies have found that larger class size affords 
more opportunities for students to belong to a social 
clique. This association with a clique affords more 
opportunities for friendships (Hallinan and Smith, 2001). 
After-school program quality has long been associated with 
a number of outcomes. Higher quality programs result in an 
association with positive outcomes in several areas 
including better behavior and increased academic 
performance (Pierce et al., 1999; Pierce, Hamm, & Vandell, 
1999; Lacey & LeBlanc, 2001) It is expected that children 
in larger programs and higher quality programs will have 
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higher quality friendships than children in smaller 
programs and programs with lower quality ratings. 
The sample size in Table 1 indicates the total number 
of students who participated in the study in grades three 
through five for the indicated program. This study was 
voluntary and parents could deny their child permission to 
participate. In addition, students were given the 
opportunity to withdraw from the study or not participate. 
The total participation rate of after-school program 
students in grades three through five was 84%. All but two 
non-participants did not take part in the study because 
they were not scheduled to attend on the day that the study 
took place. One of the two remaining children was denied 
parental permission and the other child chose to withdraw 
from the study at the end of the first session. The total 
participation rate of students who were present on the 
study days in the after-school program was 98%. 
A comparison group of ten elementary school classrooms 
was selected for participation. Eight of the after-school 
programs were housed in an elementary school that provided 
services exclusively to that elementary school population. 
At these eight sites a classroom was selected from that 
elementary school. For the two programs that served more 
than one elementary school a classroom was selected from 
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one of the sending elementary schools. In order to 
introduce an element of randomization to the selection of 
classrooms the following selection process was utilized. 
The participating towns were alphabetized and a grade 3, 4 
or 5 was assigned to each school. Principals were asked to 
select the teacher whose last name came either first, 
second or third alphabetically. In seven out of ten cases 
this pattern was followed. In the final three cases one 
classroom teacher from the selected grade was more willing 
to participate in the study than the other members of that 
team and their classroom was subsequently used. In total 
three third grade classrooms participated, four fourth 
grade classrooms and three fifth grade classrooms. See 
Table 2. 
Table 2: School day classroom study site characteristics 
School Urban, 
Suburban 
Rural 
Free/ 
reduced 
Lunch 
by percent 
Selected 
Grade 
Class 
Size 
Sample 
Size 
1 Rural 14% 3 16 16 
2 Rural 20% 4 21 18 
3 Rural 15% 5 17 17 
4 Suburban 39% 5 23 21 
5 Suburban 11% 3 19 17 
6 Suburban 32% 4 21 16 
7 Urban 44% 4 28 27 
8 Urban 59% 3 25 16 
9 Urban 29% 5 20 17 
10 Suburban 15% 4 16 16 
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Table 2 describes the school day classrooms in the 
same order that Table 1 described the after-school program 
sites. The free and reduced lunch count figures represent 
the school-wide totals rather than a particular classroom. 
Class size describes the total number of students who were 
enrolled in a particular class. The class size ranged from 
16 students to 28 students. The sample size indicates the 
number of students in that classroom that completed the 
Friendship Quality Questionnaire-Revised (FQQ-R). The 
sample size ranged from 16 participants to 27 participants. 
Participation rates varied from school to school. Most of 
the children who did not take part in the study were absent 
on the day that the final data was collected and were 
unable to attend a make-up session. Schools six and eight 
choose to implement a positive consent process and required 
families to send in a permission form in order for their 
child to participate. The participation rate at both of 
these schools was lower than the schools that used the 
implied consent form. The total participation rate for 
children in the school day classrooms was 88%. 
Study participants 
Students in this study were in third, fourth or fifth 
grade. These grades were selected for a number of reasons. 
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Developmentally, students in these grades represent a range 
from late elementary to early adolescence. As previously 
noted this is a particularly interesting time to examine 
children's peer relationships. Older elementary school age 
children are still operating on a contractual theory of 
friendship. They are engaged in sharing secrets and 
providing mutual favors for their friends. Early adolescent 
relationships are starting to rely more heavily on the 
emotion of empathy in their friendships. In grades three 
through five, children are starting to look to their peer 
network for advice and acceptance. Many changes occur in 
the views that children have about their friendships across 
this age span. Previous studies found that the quality of 
children's friendships is related to age. It is theorized 
that this age range allows for a broad enough span to 
detect these differences in particular quality categories. 
An additional reason for selecting this age range was 
the cognitive ability of participants and their ability to 
answer survey questions. Younger children often require the 
use of interview techniques in order to gather data. This 
process is time and labor intensive. Older students are 
found in different types of after-school settings. This 
study examined sites that provided child care as one of the 
components of programming. Older youth are involved in 
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programs that do not provide child care as one of their 
primary objectives. Older youth development programs were 
beyond the scope of this study. 
Students completed a total of 336 FQQ-R surveys. 
Twenty-five students were part of both samples and 
completed the survey two times: once while in their after¬ 
school program and once in their school day classroom. Of 
these twenty-five students, eighteen completed the survey 
in their classroom first and then their after-school 
program. Seven students completed the survey for the first 
time in their after-school program. Twenty-two of these 
students completed the questionnaire about a different 
friend in their after-school program as compared to their 
school day selection. Three children completed the survey 
about the same friend twice. The limited number of children 
that were part of both samples did not provide enough power 
for a separate analysis of this group. 
See Table 3 for a description of the sample. The 
sample was primarily White, 86% (n=288). Five percent 
(n=18) were Black, 5% (n=18), were Hispanic, and 4% (n=ll) 
were classified as Other. A total of 57% (n=193) were males 
and 43% (n=143) were females. Thirty-four percent (n=113) 
were in third grade, 40% (n=134) were in fourth grade and 
26% (n=89) were in fifth grade. 
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Table 3: Study participant characteristics 
Program 
Type 
Gender Grade Ethnicity 
After- 
School 
Program 
Male 
60% 
(n=93) 3 
41% 
(n=64) 
White 
82% 
(n=12 6) 
Female 40% 
(n=61) 4 
36% 
n=56 
Black 6% 
n=10 
5 22% 
n=34 
Hispanic 6% 
n=9 
Other 6% 
n=9 
School- 
Day 
Male 55% 
n=100 3 
27% 
n=4 9 
White 89% 
n=162 
Female 45% 
n=82 
4 43% 
n=7 8 
Black 5% 
n=8 
5 30% 
n=55 
Hispanic 5% 
n=9 
Other 1% 
n=2 
Total 
Sample 
Male 57% 
n=193 
3 
34% 
n=113 
White 86% 
n=288 
Female 43% 
n=143 
4 
40% 
n=134 
Black 5% 
n=18 
5 26% 
n=8 9 
Hispanic 5% 
n=18 
Other 4% 
n=ll 
As shown in Table 3, there were a total of 154 
students who completed the FQQ-R in their after-school 
program. The after-school sample included a slightly higher 
percentage of non-white students, 18% (n=28) as compared to 
the school day sample which had an 11% (n=19) non-white 
population. In addition, the after-school program sample 
had a slightly higher percentage of male participants, 60% 
(n=93) as compared to the school day sample, 55% (n=100). 
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The after-school program sample also differed in the number 
of participants who were enrolled in each grade, with a 
higher number of participants in grade three, 41% (n=64), 
as compared to grade four, 36% (n=56) and the lowest number 
of children in grade five, 22% (n=34). This is consistent 
with enrollment patterns in after-school programs. Many 
older students begin to move into self-care arrangements as 
they get older. The school day sample had its highest 
number of children in grade four, 43% (n=78), and fairly 
even numbers in grades three, 27% (n=49) and grade five, 
30% (n=55). There were four fourth grade classrooms that 
were involved in the study as compared to three third and 
fifth grade classrooms. This accounts for the larger fourth 
grade population in the school day sample. 
Measures 
A number of different tools and procedures were used 
in order to collect data for this study. The tools were 
selected based on prior evidence that they reliably 
measured the areas that were being examined in this study. 
This study was not designed to explore new methods for 
obtaining data, and only surveys and procedures with a 
proven history of successful implementation were selected 
for use. Each tool and procedure is described in the 
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following section. In addition to the procedures a brief 
explanation is provided as to why this method was selected. 
Friendship selection method- Friendship identification 
took place using classroom rosters and after-school program 
rosters. Each student received his or her own copy of the 
classroom roster or after-school program list. Students 
circled the names of all of their friends in their 
classroom or after-school program. Next they placed an "X" 
next to the names of their three best friends in the class 
or program. Finally they placed another "X" or a triangle 
next to their very best friend. This method is a modified 
version of the sociometric rating systems designed to 
identify low and high accepted children in classroom 
settings. Some researchers (Buckowski et al, 1990) limit 
the number of friendship choices to three. This technique 
forces students to choose only their best friends. In most 
situations there are children who do not make the top three 
selections of their classmate's lists but may still qualify 
as friends. The purpose of the current study was to 
identify friendship pairs and the subsequent quality of 
these friendships. Limiting friendship choices to the top 
three would unnecessarily eliminate the amount of 
information that could be obtained. Asher (1989) suggests 
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that providing children with an unlimited number of choices 
solves this issue. In addition to allowing children to 
circle all of their friendships, this study asked children 
to identify their top three friendship choices. This 
addition facilitated the comparison of this study with 
similar research studies. This selection process also 
allowed for a comparison of the quality of children's 
friendships when they were describing relationships with 
children who were not their very best friend. 
There were ten possible combinations of friendship 
choices. Each child was assigned a friendship level based 
on the combination pattern of their friendship choice. For 
example some children filled out the FQQ-R about their 
mutual very best friendship, while others described their 
relationship with a best friend. Further details are 
outlined in the results section of this paper. 
The Friendship Quality Questionnaire-Revised 
(FQQ-R)- The FQQ-R is a revision of the Friendship Quality 
Questionnaire that was developed by Parker and Asher 
(1989). The tool is a 40-item questionnaire designed to 
assess the quality of a particular friendship between 
children in grades 3 through 6. Students use a five point 
scale from "not at all true" to "really true" to reply to 
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40 statements about their friendship. The questionnaire was 
originally designed for use in the school day classroom. 
Some questions were modified for use in an after-school 
program environment. For example, one question asked 
students to rate whether they ate lunch with their friend. 
The after-school version asked if they ate snack with their 
friend. During the administration of the FQQ-R in after¬ 
school programs, the researcher reminded students to 
consider their choices based on their experiences with 
their friend in the after-school program. 
During the administration of the FQQ-R students were 
asked to skip statements if they were unclear about their 
meaning and ask the researcher for clarification after all 
40 items were completed. Several questions that were asked 
by students in the after-school program environment led the 
researcher to question whether some of the items were too 
biased toward the school day classroom (the questionnaire's 
original audience). During the analysis stage of the study, 
five items that came into question during the 
administration of the questionnaire were eliminated. The 
results were re-tabulated as a 35-item questionnaire for 
comparative purposes. There were no statistically 
significant differences between the two questionnaires. The 
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final analysis was done using all 40 items on the original 
FQQ-R questionnaire. 
The questions for the FQQ-R were read aloud in order 
to ensure that reading ability was not a factor in 
children's responses. Several children with special needs 
received additional help with the questionnaire either in 
their after-school program or in their school day 
classroom. In these cases an adult who was familiar with 
the child and his/her needs sat next to the child during 
the administration of the questionnaire. In the majority of 
cases the adult was there for support but they were not 
needed by the child. In a few cases the adult re-read the 
items to the student or helped to direct the child to the 
item that was being read out-loud. 
The questionnaire was designed to assess friendship 
quality in six different areas: 
• Companionship and recreation - how much time do 
children choose to spend with each other? 
• Validation and caring- how much does each child care 
about the other child? 
• Help and guidance - do the children in the relationship 
help each other with school work and other tasks? 
• Intimate disclosure- do the children share secrets?, 
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• Conflict resolution- how easily do the children in the 
relationship solve their conflicts? 
• Conflict and betrayal-do the children fight or act 
cruelly toward each other? 
Scores were calculated for each of the six different areas 
individually rather than calculating a composite score for 
the entire questionnaire. 
The questionnaire was designed using the current 
literature about the qualities of children's friendships. 
The literature suggests that these six components describe 
all of the major areas of a high quality friendship (Asher, 
1989). 
Global Qualitative Ratings (GQR)- This instrument was 
used by Pierce and Vandell (1999) to assess the quality of 
after-school programs in their studies. The tool evaluates 
programs using a four point scale in seven different areas. 
Three areas are related to the overall quality of the 
program. 
• Flexibility - how much control do the children in the 
program have in determining who they interact with and 
what types of activities they are involved in? 
• Activities - are there a wide range of developmentally 
appropriate activities available to the children? 
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• Chaos- Is there a feeling of safety in the environment? 
Does the program allow for organized transitions for 
children? 
Four additional areas are related to the way that staff 
interact with children. 
• Positive behavior management techniques - do staff 
encourage children to behave in a positive manner by 
using guidance to teach students how to interact with 
others in the program and behave in accordance with 
social norms. 
• Negative behavior management techniques - do staff yell 
at children or publicly humiliate children in their 
effort to correct behaviors? 
• Positive regard - do staff enjoy being with children 
and genuinely seem to care about their well-being? 
• Negative regard - Do staff appear bored or uninterested 
in their interactions with children? As previously 
noted there are several sets of standards available 
for after-school programs. 
All of these standards stress the importance of providing 
caring adult relationships. For this reason the GQR 
provides a good assessment of staff quality. 
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In order to implement the GQR the researcher observes 
two different program activities and uses the scales to 
evaluate each observation. Programs that consistently score 
in the bottom two-thirds of the scale (under 3) are 
categorized as low quality programs. Those programs that 
consistently score in the top third of the rating scale 
(over 3) are categorized as high quality programs. In 
addition each staff member is evaluated using the four 
questions related to staff. 
The instrument uses very specific observation 
statements to assist the researcher in making a decision 
about which score a program should receive. The following 
is an example under the heading "flexibility:" the lowest 
rating reads, "The caregiver determines the pace and 
sequence of the day, and what activities will be available 
to whom; children are not able to choose which activities 
they will participate in. Participation in whatever 
activities are planned is required. There is no 
accommodation for individual needs or wants. The caregiver 
determines the grouping of the children; children are not 
allowed to choose who they will play with." 
The GQR was used to evaluate each after-school program 
site. A composite score was calculated for total program 
quality and for total staff interactions. Each program 
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received a score of one to four in each of the three 
program areas (flexibility, activities and chaos). The 
scores were added together and an average score was 
determined. Each staff member at the after-school program 
was rated from one to four in the four areas of staff 
interaction (positive and negative regard, positive and 
negative behavior management) Staff scores were averaged 
and then combined for a staff interaction score for each 
program. In some cases different staff from the same 
program had widely different scores. 
Vandell (1993) used this tool to screen out low 
quality programs from participating in her studies. In this 
study the tool was used to evaluate after-school programs 
but low quality programs were allowed to participate. There 
is relatively little information about children's 
friendships in after-school programs. This study is 
exploring the quality of children's friendships in these 
programs and it has not been determined that a low quality 
program will negatively impact the quality of children's 
friendships. For this reason low and high quality programs 
were included in the study and comparative analysis will 
help to determine the relevance of both high and low 
quality programs to the quality of children's friendships. 
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Director Survey- The Director Survey Tool (DST) was 
developed in response to what the literature says about the 
definition of a high quality after-school program and what 
types of activities and staff guidance facilitate 
friendship development among elementary school aged 
children. This tool was developed by the researcher for 
this study. 
The tool was administered to the 10 after-school 
program directors. The DST asked directors to describe 
their after-school program components including the number 
of children who attend, the days that the program operates, 
and staff to child ratios. In addition the survey asked 
questions related to staff training and qualifications as 
well as how often staff are given the opportunity to talk 
about individual children. Staff knowledge and commitment 
to the development of social skills was assessed through a 
number of informational questions on the survey. Program 
design was another area that was covered in the survey. 
Friendship research suggests that specific practices may 
lead to the formation of friendships between children. The 
survey asked about some of these practices such as how 
often are children randomly paired together during games or 
activities. 
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Student Questionnaire- The student questionnaire 
collected information about what types of activities 
children participate in during the afternoon hours. This 
tool was developed specifically for this research project 
by the researcher. The questionnaire asked students to 
circle the activities that they participated in and 
identify how often they were engaged in these sports and 
leisure programs. In addition the survey asked how much 
time students spent watching television as well as what 
time of day they completed their homework assignments. 
Procedure 
In early winter and spring of 2004 school principals 
and after-school program directors were contacted and given 
an opportunity to participate in this study. After initial 
approval, classroom teachers and after-school program 
coordinators were contacted and two dates approximately one 
week apart were scheduled for data collection. One week 
prior to the visit, information was mailed or delivered to 
the after-school program director. At the corresponding 
elementary school, materials were mailed or delivered to 
the classroom teacher and the school office. The materials 
included a study summary, study time-line, student survey 
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tool, parental informed consent letter, and an after-school 
program or elementary school consent form. 
Classroom teachers and after-school program directors 
were asked to distribute the parental consent letters to 
study participants. The parental consent letter was a 
negative or implied consent form. Parents who did not wish 
to have their children take part in the study were asked to 
contact the after-school program director or the school 
office to deny their child permission to participate. A 
non-response indicated a willingness to join the study. 
On the day of the first visit the researcher arrived 
at the after-school site prior to the start of the program 
and reviewed the Director Survey Tool with the director. 
The Director Survey was subsequently collected on the 
second visit. In addition, the director was asked to review 
and sign the after-school program consent form. The 
logistics and schedule for the day were reviewed. 
Typically, at the start of each afternoon, students 
arrived at the program and had an opportunity to put away 
their belongings and have a snack. After this period of 
time, students in grades three through five were assembled 
and introductions and data collection procedures were 
explained. In several cases, students in the after-school 
program were divided into smaller groups in order to 
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facilitate the process. In addition to the data collection 
procedures, the students were told about their voluntary 
participation in the study and were informed of their right 
to withdraw. 
The first instrument that was implemented was the 
friendship identification procedure. In some circumstances 
students in grades two and six were asked to identify their 
friendships in a different session. The second session was 
conducted only if a grade-two or grade-six student was 
selected as a very best friend by a child in grades three 
through five during the initial friendship selection 
session. It is not uncommon for children in after-school 
programs to have friendships with younger and older 
children. At the end of the Friendship Identification, 
students in grades three through five were asked to 
complete the Student Questionnaire. The entire procedure 
took approximately twenty minutes for each group of 
students. 
At the completion of the data collection for visit 
one, the researcher remained at the program in order to 
collect additional information about the quality of the 
after-school program. The Global Qualitative Ratings 
instrument was used in order to assess the overall quality 
of the program and specific qualities about staff 
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interactions with children. In addition to this 
standardized tool, researcher notes offered additional 
qualitative information. 
Three of the ten after-school programs in this study 
were under the supervision of the researcher. In order to 
control for bias during the quality assessment at these 
programs, two independent researchers, from the University 
of Massachusetts, conducted their own quality assessment at 
these sites. Two additional sites were also selected for an 
independent evaluation by the researchers, who were 
involved in a quality assessment of after-school programs 
in Western Massachusetts. They were part of a team that 
worked under the guidance of Professor William Miller. 
These student evaluators were selected to participate in 
this study because of their experience in evaluating 
programs in Western Massachusetts and because they were not 
affiliated with the programs that were being evaluated. The 
overall scores of all five sites were compared between the 
researcher in this study and the two independent University 
of Massachusetts researchers. Findings indicated that there 
was consistency in the scoring of the programs between the 
three researchers. 
A similar data collection procedure took place at each 
program's host school. The school consent form was signed 
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and collected. Students in the selected classroom were 
asked to complete the Student Questionnaire and perform 
their Friendship Identification using their classroom 
roster. Students who did not have parental permission to 
participate in the study were taken to a different 
classroom during the study process. A quality assessment 
was not conducted for the classrooms. Researcher notes 
reflected whether there was evidence of a social skills 
curriculum. In addition, classroom teachers were asked if 
they used a social skills curriculum as part of their 
teaching. Although some teachers used a social skills 
curriculum, and there was evidence of its use in the 
classroom, later analysis did not show a significant 
difference in friendship quality scores between classrooms 
with and without a social skills curriculum. This may have 
been due to the relatively small number of classrooms that 
had an active social skills curriculum in place. 
During the week between the two site visits the 
Friendship Identification sheets were analyzed and cross 
matched to produce a list of friendship pairs. Friendship 
represents a reciprocal relationship between two 
individuals (Parker & Asher, 1993). When it was possible, 
children were asked to answer questions using the 
Friendship Quality Questionnaire (FQQR) about their very 
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best friendship. When their choice of a very best friend 
did not include them on their friendship selection list 
then another best friend or friend who did include them on 
their friendship list was selected. In some cases a child 
was not included on any of the lists of friends that they 
had selected. In this case the child was asked to answer 
questions about their very best friend selection even 
though this friendship represented a unilateral 
relationship. Because this study was designed to examine 
the difference between the quality of friendships for 
children who participate in after-school programs versus 
those children who do not, even friendless children were 
included in many of the comparative analysis. 
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CHAPTER 5 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This study examined several questions related to 
children's friendship quality. This chapter provides the 
results pertaining to these questions as well as related 
discussion. 
Four factors yielded statistically significant 
differences in children's friendship quality. They were 
participation in an after-school program, friendship level, 
age, and gender. The following sections will examine these 
four areas and their relationship to the original research 
questions. 
The first section of this chapter examines hypothesis 
one, the difference in the quality of children's 
friendships in after-school programs and the regular school 
day classrooms. As part of this comparison, hypotheses 
eleven and twelve, students with special needs and children 
with challenging behaviors, are explored. The final part of 
section one tests hypotheses three and four, and provides 
results pertaining to the relationship between the quality 
of after-school programs and the subsequent quality of 
children's friendships. Section two examines the 
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differences between children who are engaged in different 
levels of friendship, hypothesis five. Section two includes 
a comparison of the different levels of friendship in 
after-school programs and during the school day, hypothesis 
two. The third section of this chapter presents results 
related to age and gender, hypotheses six and seven. The 
final section of this chapter reviews areas where there 
were no significant differences including socio-economic 
status, program setting and program size, hypotheses eight, 
nine and ten. 
After-school program vs. school day participants 
One of the primary purposes of this study was to 
determine if there are differences in the quality of 
children's friendships in after-school programs as compared 
to school day classrooms. The first section in this chapter 
provides results pertaining to this question. Differences 
between the after-school program participants and the 
control group are presented relative to friendship quality 
and participant characteristics. Friendship quality is 
explored through a direct comparison of the after-school 
program group and the control group in all six friendship 
quality areas that are provided by the FQQ-R. Participant 
characteristics are explored in two separate areas. The 
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first area is a comparison of children with special needs 
in the after-school program sample and the school day 
sample. The second area is a pilot project that was 
conducted at two of the original ten study sites. The 
purpose of this pilot project was to compare the number of 
children with challenging behaviors in the two after-school 
programs with the number of children with challenging 
behaviors in their respective elementary schools. Finally, 
this section provides information about friendship quality 
as it relates to after-school program quality. 
As previously stated the 40-item FQQ-R was 
administered to all participants in the study. Each of the 
40 questions on the FQQ-R is related to one of the six 
quality components of friendship (companionship and 
recreation, validation and caring, help and guidance, 
intimate disclosure, conflict resolution and betrayal and 
conflict). In order to summarize the results from the FQQ-R 
the questions in each category are averaged and a score is 
calculated. Each child in the study received a total of six 
scores, one for each quality component. The quality 
components were the dependent variables for the majority of 
analysis conducted in this study. 
In order to test hypothesis one, children in after¬ 
school programs have higher quality friendships than 
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children in the school day sample, children were designated 
as after-school participants or school day participants. A 
t-test with an alpha of .05 was used to compare the means 
for each of the six dependent variables. 
The FQQ-R provides evidence that there are significant 
differences in the quality of children's friendships 
between children who participate in after-school programs 
and the control group. Table 4 provides a summary of these 
results. 
Table 4: Friendship quality comparison: school day 
participants versus after-school program participants 
Friendship 
Quality 
Category 
Program 
Area N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error 
Significance Level 
After-School 
versus School day 
Companionship 
and recreation 
School Day 
182 2.74 .857 .064 .000* 
After-School 
154 2.39 .914 .074 
Total 
336 2.58 .900 .049 
Validation and 
caring 
School Day 
182 3.04 .726 .054 .001* 
After-School 
154 2.70 1.045 .084 
Total 
336 2.89 .902 .049 
Help and 
guidance 
School Day 
182 2.47 .890 .066 .044* 
After-School 
154 2.24 1.090 .088 
Total 
336 2.37 .991 .054 
Intimate 
disclosure 
School Day 
182 2.33 1.062 .079 .046* 
After-School 
154 2.08 1.222 .098 
Total 
336 2.21 1.143 .062 
Conflict 
resolution 
School Day 
182 2.95 .967 .072 .001* 
After-School 
153 2.54 1.199 .097 
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Table 4: continued 
Total 
335 2.76 1.097 .060 
Conflict and 
betrayal 
School Day 
182 1.16 .654 .049 .089 
After-School 
154 1.29 .708 .057 
Total 
336 1.22 .682 .037 
* significant at the .05 level 
As shown in Table 4, the six friendship categories 
were compared for each group of students (after-school 
program participants vs. school day students). All six 
friendship quality components are significantly lower for 
the after-school program participants at the 0.1 level. All 
categories, except "conflict and betrayal", are 
significantly lower at the .05 level. There are a total of 
six dependent variables. In order to control for type one 
error the significance level of .05 was divided by the 
number of dependent variables, six. Three variables met the 
significance level of the resulting .0083, companionship 
and recreation, validation and caring and conflict 
resolution. This data does not support hypothesis one: that 
children in after-school programs have higher quality 
friendships than children in their regular school day 
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classrooms.1 
As demonstrated by the previous results, the 
friendship quality scores of participants in after-school 
programs were lower than students who took the FQQ-R during 
the regular school day. What led to this finding? Previous 
studies suggest that after-school programs offer increased 
opportunities for peer interactions and relationship 
building among children who attend (Marshal et. al., 1997). 
There are several possible reasons why children in after¬ 
school programs reported lower quality friendships when 
compared to children who participated in their regular 
school day classrooms. Two possible explanations are 
related to the program populations. 
Participant characteristics 
Hypotheses ten, there are a higher percentage of 
children with special needs in after-school programs, and 
eleven, there are a higher percentage of children with 
challenging behaviors, in after-school programs, were 
The test for homogeneity of variances was passed for 
companionship and recreation and conflict and betrayal and equal 
variances were assumed. Equal variances were not assumed for the 
remaining four categories. The difference in the sample size in the 
conflict-resolution category reflects the answers of one child who did 
not complete any of the conflict resolution questions on the FQQ-R. 
Ill 
formulated after the initial study. They examine 
participant characteristics. The next section presents the 
results related to these hypotheses and examines the after¬ 
school program populations in two ways. The first is an 
examination of children with special needs in the after¬ 
school programs in this study. The second is an examination 
of children with challenging behaviors. Two study sites 
took part in an exploratory study that examined the number 
of children with challenging behaviors in their after¬ 
school programs. 
Students with special needs 
As part of the Director Survey Tool after-school 
programs were asked to report how many children in their 
program had Individualized Education Plans (IEP's). This 
data was used to identify the percentage of children who 
had special needs in each after-school program. Table 5 
shows the percentage of children with IEP's by program and 
offers a comparison to the school-wide average and the 
classroom sample. 
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Table 5: Percent of children who have IEP's by site 
School 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
After¬ 
school 
sample 
29 28 14 43 29 30 23 40 11 13 
Class 
room 
sample 
6.3 15 18 15.5 10 47 14 16 40 6 
School 
wide 18.7 18.1 18.1 15.5 9 18.5 16.6 17.5 16.8 10 
A t-test was conducted to compare the means. The 
results show that the percentage of children with special 
needs in after-school programs (26%) is significantly 
higher (sig. = .018) when compared to the school-wide 
average (16%).2 The classrooms that took part in this study 
(19%) did not differ significantly from the school-wide 
average, although some classrooms in this study did have a 
high percentage of children with IEP's. 
The literature suggests that children with special 
needs are found more frequently in the rejected and 
neglected groups (Stone and Greca, 2001; Vaughn, 1996) . 
Parker and Asher (1990) found that children who are in the 
rejected and neglected groups have lower quality 
friendships than their popular and average peers. The 
present study found that there were significantly more 
children in the after-school programs with special needs 
2 Equal variances were not assumed. 
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compared with the school-wide averages. This phenomenon may 
be part of the reason why the children in after-school 
programs had lower friendship quality scores than the 
children in the regular school day classrooms. If after¬ 
school programs have a higher percentage of students with 
special needs, and these children are found in higher 
numbers in the rejected and neglected sociometric 
categories, then it suggests that the friendship quality 
scores for these children would be lower than for their 
typical peers. 
Further research is needed to determine whether 
children with special needs are having more successful 
relationships in their after-school programs as compared to 
their school day experiences. This population may not 
arrive at the after-school program fully equipped to engage 
in high quality relationships, but once they are there do 
their social skills improve? Or, are they afforded the 
opportunity to engage in friendships that they would not 
normally have access to during the school day? 
This study did not address the issue of why there are 
higher percentages of students with special needs in after¬ 
school programs; however the selection of third, fourth and 
fifth grade students may be a contributing factor. All of 
the programs that participated in this study served 
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students in kindergarten through fifth or sixth grade. 
There was a decrease in enrollment for older students in 
each program. This is confirmed by the relative size of 
each age group represented in the sample (3rd grade = 41%, 
4th grade = 36% and 5th grade= 22%) . Program directors 
reported that one reason for this decrease in enrollment is 
the increase of students who engage in self-care in the 
older grades. The level of significance suggests that the 
high percentage of students with special needs in these 
programs may not be unique to the programs in this study 
and may be more typical of after-school programs that serve 
this age group. Children with special needs may need the 
supervision that an after-school program provides for its 
participants. These are children that parents can not send 
home after school to an empty house, even when other 
students their age are engaging in more self-care. These 
also may be the children who are not welcome on a regular 
basis at their neighbors' houses. Students with special 
needs might be found in larger proportions in the upper 
grades in after-school programs. This same study performed 
with students from the lower grades (kindergarten, first 
and second) may not have shown significant differences in 
the number of special needs students. The large number of 
regular education students enrolled in after-school 
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programs from kindergarten, first and second grade would 
serve to reduce the percentage of students who have special 
needs. In other words, the number of special needs students 
in the after-school programs may not change over time but 
the percentage of the population that they make up may 
increase as the regular education population decreases. 
Children with challenging behaviors 
Two after-school programs with high overall quality 
scores were selected for participation in a pilot project 
in order to explore how many children with challenging 
behaviors are found in after-school programs, hypothesis 
twelve. The first school, described as school five in the 
original study, was a suburban program with 93 after-school 
program participants and a total school population of 420 
students. The second school, school ten in the original 
study, was also a suburban program with 32 after-school 
program participants and a school size of 230 students. 
In order to test this hypothesis, classroom teachers 
were assembled as part of a weekly faculty meeting. 
Teachers were asked to identify by name the three most 
behaviorally challenging students in their classroom and 
the three easiest children behaviorally in their classroom. 
Some teachers identified fewer or greater numbers of 
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children depending on the particular individuals in their 
classroom. School five had a 91% participation rate by 
classroom teachers. School ten had a 100% participation 
rate. The names of the children were cross matched with the 
after-school program participant list. The after-school 
program list included all of the children who were enrolled 
in the after-school program at the time of the study. The 
children who were identified as challenging or easy were 
compared to this list and a percentage was calculated. The 
expected percent of behaviorally challenging children and 
behaviorally easy children should be the same for the 
after-school program and the school day classrooms. Table 6 
outlines the results including a comparison of children 
with special needs by school. 
Table 6: Percentage of children with challenging and easy 
behaviors by site and type of program 
School Children 
with 
IEP's 
Behaviorally 
Challenging 
Behaviorally 
Easy 
Not 
Identified 
in either 
category 
School 
day 5 9% 18% 17.6% 65% 
After¬ 
school 
Program 5 
29% 20% 6% 74% 
School 
day 10 10% 19% 18% 63% 
After¬ 
school 
Program 
10 
13% 40% 8.5% 51.5% 
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Two programs do not provide enough statistical 
evidence for general conclusions; however, there are some 
noticeable differences in the populations. As shown in 
Table 6, school five had the projected number of 
behaviorally challenging students in their after-school 
program 20% as compared to the expected school day figure 
of 18%. There was, however, a large difference in the 
number of behaviorally easy children in the after-school 
program. Only 6% of the population of the after-school 
program was identified as easy, as compared to the expected 
number of 17.6%. In addition, the special education 
population at this program was three times as large as the 
expected school average, 29% as compared to the expected 
9%. 
Program ten presented a different scenario. This 
program had double the expected number of behaviorally 
challenging children: 40% as compared to the expected value 
of 19%. In addition they had half the number of 
behaviorally easy children: 8.5% as compared to the 
expected value of 18%. The special education figures were 
approximately the same at 13% for the after-school program 
as compared to an expected 10%. 
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This pilot provides evidence that further research is 
needed in the area of behaviorally challenging children in 
after-school programs. There may be a higher number of 
behaviorally challenging students in after-school programs 
for the same reason that there are a higher percentage of 
children with special needs in after-school programs. 
Children with challenging behaviors may not be trusted to 
engage in safe activities if they are sent home alone. 
These children might not be welcome at neighbors' houses 
and may not have friendships that allow them to go home 
with other children after school. 
The preliminary test of hypothesis twelve, yielded 
some interesting results. As previously noted, in this 
pilot project one program had double the expected 
percentage of behaviorally challenging children. Both 
programs in this pilot had much lower than expected 
percentages of behaviorally easy children. What does this 
mean for friendship quality? Previous research shows that 
children who are rejected by their peers show more behavior 
difficulties than neglected, average and popular children. 
These children are more likely to be hyperactive, 
aggressive, delinquent, and act more socially withdrawn 
than children in other sociometric categories (French & 
Waas, 1995). Aggressive children are found largely in the 
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rejected groups (Dubow, 1988) . Like the special needs 
population, further research is needed to determine if this 
population of behaviorally challenging students is having 
more success in their relationships in their after-school 
program as compared to their school day experiences. 
These two hypotheses may start to explain why the 
friendship quality in after-school programs is 
significantly lower than children who participate during 
the regular school day. One program that participated in 
the pilot study did not have a higher percentage of 
behaviorally challenging children, but they did not have 
enough behaviorally easy children to balance the 
population. This same program had three times as many 
children with special needs. The second program that 
participated in the pilot study had double the number of 
behaviorally challenging children and a much lower than 
expected number of behaviorally easy children. This program 
did not have an unusually high percentage of children with 
special needs. If each of the ten programs in this study 
had one of these phenomena taking place at their program it 
could account for the differences in friendship quality 
scores between the two study populations. 
Another theory related to the finding that children in 
after-school programs have lower friendship quality scores 
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than children in their regular school day classrooms 
relates to the size of the after-school programs. Previous 
research indicates that children who are enrolled in 
classrooms with greater numbers of children have a greater 
likelihood of being part of a friendship group (Hallinan & 
Smith, 2001). The larger class size offers more 
opportunities for students to find a social group that they 
can join. The after-school programs in this study varied in 
size from 19 to 100; the sample size, which represented the 
third, fourth and fifth grade students at each program, 
ranged from 8 to 33. It is possible that the relatively 
small numbers of children who were of similar age limited 
children's friendship choices. More research in the area of 
multi-age settings and children's friendship selection is 
needed. 
Program quality scores 
The final part of section one looks at program quality 
and staff interaction scores as they relate to children's 
friendship quality scores, hypotheses three and four. The 
first part of this section examines results of overall 
program quality and staff interaction scores as they relate 
to specific friendship quality characteristics. Part two of 
this section reports comparisons of friendship quality 
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scores in low quality after-school programs, high quality 
after-school programs and the school day sample. Part three 
is a discussion of these findings. 
The GQR provided an overall program quality score for 
each program. Scores were calculated using the individual 
ratings for flexibility, activities and chaos. Programs 
were rated from 1 to 4 on these measures and the average 
resulted in the over-all program quality score. The quality 
scores ranged from 2.30 to 4.00 with the majority of 
programs, 80% (n=8), scoring higher than 3.00. Programs 
were categorized as a high quality program if they had an 
overall quality score greater than 3.00. The cut-off point 
of 3 was selected based on the quality indicator 
descriptions. A score of 1 or 2 in a category represents a 
negative tendency or undesirable quality attribute. A score 
of 3 or 4 represents a positive tendency or desirable 
quality attribute. Eight of the programs in this study were 
categorized as high quality programs. The remaining two 
programs both received a score of 2.30. See Table 7. 
Table 7: Frequency of overall quality scores by program 
Quality Scores 4.00 3.67 3.00 2.30 
Frequency 1 6 1 2 
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The GQR provided a staff/child interaction score for 
each adult who worked at the program. Staff interaction 
scores were based on an assessment of positive/negative 
regard and positive/negative behavior management styles. An 
average staff score was calculated by combining the scores 
for all of the staff members who worked at a particular 
site and dividing by the total number of staff. Staff 
interaction scores ranged from 1.9 to 3.75. Table 8 shows 
these results. There were different numbers of program 
staff at each site, which resulted in a larger number of 
overall staff interaction scores as compared to the program 
quality scores. 
Table 8: Frequency of staff interaction scores by program 
Interaction 
Scores 
3.88 3.87 3.75 3.67 3.5 3.10 3.00 1.9 
Frequency 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 
Regression analysis-bivariate was performed in order 
to determine if there was a relationship between each of 
the friendship quality components and the over all program 
quality. There were no significant correlations for 
companionship and recreation, validation and caring, help 
and guidance, intimate disclosure or betrayal and conflict. 
There was a positive linear relationship relative to the 
overall program quality scores and the category of conflict 
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resolution. As the overall program quality score increased, 
the conflict resolution scores of children increased. 
Conflict resolution was one of the six categories that 
determined friendship quality as part of the FQQ-R. A 
similar regression analysis was performed using the staff 
interaction scores. Likewise a positive linear relationship 
was found for the overall staff interaction scores and the 
conflict resolution scores of children. As the overall 
staff/child interaction scores increased the conflict 
resolution scores of children increased. 
The regression for overall program quality was 
significant at the .005 level with an R squared value of 
.052 (See Table 9). The staff/child interaction regression 
was significant at .007 with an R squared value of .047 
(See Table 10). Both of these significance levels are valid 
at the .0083 level which addresses the potential for type 
one error given the number of dependent variables that were 
examined. 
Table 9: Regression analysis of program quality predicting 
conflict resolution scores 
Model 
Sum of 
Squares 
R 
Square R F Sig. 
1 Regression 11.351 .052 .229 8.303 .005* 
Residual 205.066 
Total 216.416 
* Significant at the .05 level 
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Table 10: Regression analysis of staff interaction 
predicting conflict resolution scores 
Model 
Sum of 
Squares 
R 
Square R F Sig. 
1 Regression 10.127 .047 .216 7.364 .007* 
Residual 206.289 
Total 216.416 
* Significant at the .05 level 
The issue of quality is substantial for after-school 
programs. The findings in this study are consistent with 
other research studies related to staff and program 
quality. Lacey & LeBlanc (2001) found that children had 
fewer behavior problems when they attended after-school 
programs where staff members were positive towards 
children. Rosenthal & Vandell (1996) found a relationship 
between negative child staff interactions and children's 
reports of a poorer program climate. 
The present study is consistent with these findings. A 
positive linear relationship was found between staff 
quality scores and children's conflict resolution scores. 
Staff members were rated on their positive/negative affect 
and their use of positive/negative behavior management 
strategies. Staff quality scores represented a composite of 
all of the staff scores at a particular program. As the 
overall staff interaction score increased for a program, 
the conflict resolution scores of the children increased. 
Conflict resolution is closely related to externalized 
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behavior success and difficulties. Children in high quality 
friendships are able to resolve their conflicts within the 
relationship with more success than children in low quality 
friendships and non-friends (Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995). The 
present findings show that children have better conflict 
resolution skills in their friendships in programs where 
staff interactions are positive and where positive behavior 
management strategies are used. 
There were a number of findings related to program 
quality. A similar linear relationship was found between 
the overall program quality and the conflict resolution 
scores of students. Children in high quality programs had 
higher conflict resolution scores than children in low 
quality programs. 
One cautionary note related to these findings. The R- 
squared value of .047 and .052 represent low measures of 
variability related to program quality and staff 
interaction scores. The inclusion of more low quality 
programs in future studies may clarify this information and 
potentially account for a larger percentage of the 
variability. 
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Comparison by program type 
The issue of low and high quality after-school 
programs was further explored by comparing low quality 
programs to high quality programs, high quality programs to 
the school-day population, and low-quality programs to the 
school day population. Stronger evidence is presented to 
support hypothesis three in the following section. A T-test 
was conducted to compare the means between the two types of 
programs for each friendship quality component. Table 11 
shows the mean scores and the corresponding significance 
levels for low-quality programs versus high-quality 
programs in each of the six friendship quality categories. 
Table 11: Friendship quality scores of low quality programs 
versus high quality programs 
Friendship 
Category 
Program 
Quality N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Significance 
level 
Companionship Low 
quality 
29 2.20 . 937 .224 
High 
quality 
124 2.43 . 910 
Validation 
and caring 
Low 
quality 
29 2.38 1.182 .074 
High 
quality 
124 2.76 1.002 
Help and 
guidance 
Low 
quality 
29 1.96 1.177 .130 
High 
quality 
124 2.30 1.056 
Intimate 
Disclosure 
Low 
quality 
29 1.58 1.223 .017* 
High 
quality 
124 2.18 1.194 
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Table 11: continued 
Conflict 
resolution 
Low 
quality 
29 1.94 1.325 .010* 
High 
quality 
123 2.66 1.127 
Betrayal and 
conflict 
Low 
quality 
29 1.32 .740 .771 
High 
quality 
124 1.28 .704 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
As demonstrated in table 11. three friendship 
categories were significantly lower for the low quality 
program participants as compared to participants at the 
high quality programs. Validation and caring was 
significant at the .10 level, intimate disclosure was 
significant at the .05 level and conflict resolution was 
significant at the .01 level. None of these levels met the 
.0083 significance level standard that accounts for type 
one error. The trend, however, suggests that there are 
differences between the two populations. More power from a 
larger sample size might produce a higher significance 
level. 
Table 12 shows a comparison of high quality programs 
and the school day sample. Once again a T-test was used to 
compare the two population means. 
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Table 12: Friendship quality scores of high quality after- 
school programs versus school day sample 
Friendship 
Category 
Program 
Quality N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Significance 
Level 
Companionship High 
quality 
124 2.43 .910 .002* 
School 
day 
183 2.74 .855 
Validation 
and caring 
High 
quality 124 2.76 1.002 .007* 
School 
day 
183 3.05 .726 
Help and 
guidance 
High 
quality 124 2.30 1.056 .126 
School 
day 
183 2.48 .895 
Intimate 
disclosure 
High 
quality 124 2.18 1.194 .234 
School 
day 
183 2.34 1.065 
Conflict 
resolution 
High 
quality 123 2.66 1.127 .020* 
School 
day 
183 2.95 . 967 
Betrayal and 
conflict 
High 
quality 124 1.28 .704 .107 
School 
day 
183 1.16 . 654 
* Significant at the .05 Level 
As shown in Table 12 when the high quality programs 
are separated from the low quality programs the comparison 
to the school day classrooms change. There are now three 
areas where the high quality after-school programs are 
significantly lower than the school day classrooms. The 
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category of companionship is significantly lower at the 
.002 level, validation and caring is significant at the 
.007 level and conflict resolution is significant at the 
.020 level. Betrayal and conflict is not significant but is 
just above the 0.1 cut off at .107. 
Table 13 shows a comparison of the low quality after¬ 
school program sample compared to the school day classroom 
sample. A t-test was used to compare the means. 
Table 13: Friendship quality scores of low quality after- 
school programs versus school day sample 
Friendship 
Category 
Program 
Quality N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Significance 
Level 
Companionship Low 
quality 29 2.20 . 937 .002* 
School 
day 
183 2.74 .855 
Validation 
and caring 
Low 
quality 
29 2.38 1.182 .006* 
School 
day 
183 3.05 .726 
Help and 
guidance 
Low 
quality 
29 1.96 1.177 .030* 
School 
day 
183 2.48 .895 
Intimate 
disclosure 
Low 
quality 
29 1.58 1.223 .001* 
School 
day 
183 2.34 1.065 
Conflict 
resolution 
Low 
quality 
29 1.94 1.325 .000* 
School 
day 
183 2.95 . 967 
Betrayal and 
conflict 
Low 
quality 
29 1.32 .740 .204 
School 
day 
183 1.16 . 654 
* Significant at the .05 Level 
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Table 13 shows a comparison of the low-quality after¬ 
school programs and the school day sample. Once again, when 
the low quality programs are separated from the high- 
quality programs the comparison to the school-day classroom 
changes. The low quality after-school programs had 
significantly lower scores in five out of the six 
friendship categories when compared to the school day 
classrooms. Four of the six categories meet the .0083 
criteria: companionship at .002, validation and caring at 
.006, intimate disclosure at .001 and conflict resolution 
at .000. The final category help and guidance was 
significant at the .030 level. 
One of the questions in the present study was whether 
program quality affected the quality of children's 
friendships. This study demonstrates that the overall 
quality of the after-school program was correlated with the 
friendship scores of program participants. Overall program 
quality in this case refers to a combination of the staff 
quality scores and the program quality scores. Students in 
low quality programs had significantly lower friendship 
quality scores in three areas when they were compared to 
children in high quality programs. Scores for children in 
low quality programs were significantly lower in the areas 
of validation and caring, intimate disclosure and conflict 
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resolution. Even though the significance was marginal, the 
trend suggests that children in high quality programs have 
higher quality friendships. A larger sample size in the 
present study might have increased the significance levels. 
Further investigation is warranted. 
A difference between the after-school program 
friendship quality scores and the school day scores was 
established early in this study. When low quality programs 
were compared to the school day population, five out of the 
six friendship component categories were significantly 
lower. The level of significance was stronger than when all 
of the after-school programs were compared with the school 
day totals. 
There are several possible reasons for these results. 
As previously hypothesized about the populations in after¬ 
school programs versus the school day, the populations at 
the low quality programs may differ from the participants 
at the high-quality programs. Students at low-quality 
programs may not have the opportunity to choose a different 
after-school program that has a better reputation for 
quality or provides more opportunities for healthy 
friendship development. Although in the current study there 
were no significant differences between children's 
friendship scores in low and high income schools, previous 
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studies have found that socioeconomic status is a factor in 
program enrollment. Children from high-income families are 
more likely to be enrolled in programs that offer a greater 
degree of flexibility (Pierce et al., 1999). Program 
flexibility in the present study was one of the components 
used to assess program quality. 
The current findings and previous research suggest a 
relationship between low-quality programs and behavior 
difficulties. Posner and Vandell (1994) found that middle- 
income children who attended low quality programs showed 
poor behavior. They theorized that children in these low- 
quality programs were missing out on the enrichment 
opportunities, such as music lessons and sports that other 
middle-income children were able to attend. Friendship 
research studies show that children who exhibit poor 
behavior are more likely to be rejected by their peers 
(French & Waas, 1995). In the current study, children's 
friendship quality scores may reflect their poor behavior 
and rejected peer status. 
One cautionary note related to this study is that 
there were only twenty-nine students in the low quality 
program sample. Future studies with larger sample sizes may 
find that there are larger differences between low- and 
high-quality programs. The two programs that were 
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classified as low quality in this study received low scores 
on their ratings relative to chaos. In addition the staff 
in these programs received low scores relative to their use 
of behavior management techniques. Further comparative 
studies with programs that received low scores in the areas 
of flexibility and activities might yield different results 
relative to friendship qualities. 
While it would be convenient to say that the findings 
in this study are related to the contribution of the low- 
quality after-school programs there were still significant 
differences between the high-quality after-school programs 
and the school day classroom sample. Even high quality 
programs had lower friendship quality scores. 
Friendship level 
The second section of this chapter gives the results 
and related discussion of comparisons of friendship quality 
based on friendship level, hypothesis five. The first part 
of this section explains what is meant by friendship level 
and how friendship levels were determined. The second part 
of this section describes comparisons of friendship quality 
between different friendship levels. In the first two parts 
of this section students are not classified as after-school 
program participants or school day participants. Instead, 
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the data from both groups is combined in order to look at 
the friendship quality differences between friendship 
levels. The third part of this section describes a 
comparison of the friendship levels of after-school program 
participants and school day participants. The fourth part 
of this section provides an item analysis of the FQQ-R. 
Based on the friendship selection method there were 
ten different friendship combinations. The analysis that 
was conducted using all ten combinations did not yield any 
significant differences between levels. As a result, the 
ten combinations were combined into four friendship levels 
in order to increase the number of students at each level 
and detect any differences between levels if they existed. 
As described in the methods section there were three 
ways that a child could identify a friend. The top choice 
was a "very best friend," the second choice was a "best 
friend" and the third choice was a "friend." Table 14 
outlines the possible choices of two children's responses. 
The table lists the combinations from most desirable to 
least desirable. The final column in the table provides a 
corresponding friendship level for each friendship 
combination. 
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Table 14: Friendship choices and corresponding friendship 
level 
Combination Friendship 
Description 
Reciprocation Friendship 
Level 
Child one 
chooses 
Child two as 
Child two 
reciprocates 
With 
1 Very Best 
Friend (XX) 
Very Best 
Friend (XX) 
1 
2 Very Best 
Friend (XX) 
Best 
Friend (X) 
2 
3 Best 
Friend (X) 
Very Best 
Friend (XX) 
2 
4 Best 
Friend (X) 
Best 
Friend (X) 
2 
5 Very Best 
Friend (XX) 
Friend (0) 3 
6 Best 
Friend (X) 
Friend (0) 3 
7 Friend (0) Very Best 
Friend (XX) 
3 
8 Friend (0) Best 
Friend (X) 
3 
9 Friend (0) Friend (0) 4 
10 Very Best 
Friend (XX) 
None 4 
Each child in the study was given an FQQ-R with the 
name of a friend listed at the top of page two. A friend 
was picked for each child using the following criteria. 
Child one filled out the FQQ-R about their very best 
friendship as long as their very best friend (child two) 
picked them as a very best friend, a best friend, or a 
friend. As a result of this friendship assignment most 
children, 79% (n=288), had combination one, two or five. 
The remaining combinations were used in numerical order 
from lowest to highest in order to describe relationships 
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where child one was not found on their very best friend's 
(child two) friendship selection list. 
As shown in table 14 the first friendship level 
describes a relationship between two children that have 
each selected the other as a very best friend. At this 
level child one and child two are describing the same 
relationship using the FQQ-R. As explained by Parker and 
Asher (1993) the children are describing the same 
relationship but they may have different interpretations of 
that relationship. Friendship in and of itself is not a 
static experience that is absolute in nature. Two children 
may have different opinions about and receive different 
benefits from the relationship. The different information 
that is reported by each child is still valid because it 
represents that particular child's friendship. 
Level two friendships all have a best friend component 
for one child in the relationship. For example in 
combination three the first child chose the second child as 
a best friend and the second child had child one on their 
list as a very best friend. Level three friendships 
describe relationships where one child described the other 
child as a friend and the other child in the relationship 
choose the first child as a very best friend or a best 
friend. Level four friendships describe relationships 
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between two children who each selected the other as a 
friend. In the case of level ten there were no reciprocal 
friendships for these children and they filled out the FQQ- 
R about their very best friend as a default. 
A one-way ANOVA was calculated using each of the six 
friendship quality categories as the dependent variable. 
The ANOVA was run six times, once for each dependent 
variable. If the homogeneity of variance test was passed 
and equal variances were assumed then a post-hoc Tukey test 
was performed in order to offer a comparison between the 
friendship levels. If equal variances were not assumed then 
a post-hoc Dunnett T3 was calculated in order to compare 
the different friendship levels. The alpha was adjusted to 
.0083 in order to accommodate the number of dependent 
variables that were tested. Table 15 shows the number of 
children at each friendship level and the corresponding 
results. There were six children (1.5%) who did not have an 
identified friendship level. The children that they chose 
as a very best friend, best friend or friend were not 
available to provide reciprocal friendship information. 
Four of these children were in the after-school program 
sample and two of these children were in the school day 
sample. Their FQQ-R scores were not used in the analysis 
provided in Table 15. Their FQQ-R data did not 
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significantly differ from the sample and was used in other 
analysis related to this study. 
Table 15: Comparisons of friendship quality by friendship 
level 
Friend¬ 
ship 
Level 
FQQ-R 
Descriptor 
N Mean Std. 
Devia 
tion 
Method 
Compared 
to level 
Sig. 
Level 
1 Companionshi 
P 
130 2.95 .77 
Tukey HSD 
2 
.000* 
3 .000* 
4 .000* 
2 111 2.52 .78 
3 82 2.22 . 92 
4 
8 1.34 1.18 
Tukey HSD 
2 
.001* 
3 .023* 
1 Caring 
130 3.23 .71 
Dunnett 
T3 2 
.000* 
3 . 000* 
4 .003* 
2 111 2.74 .90 
3 82 2.72 .88 
4 
8 1.36 . 93 
Dunnett 
T3 2 
.019* 
3 .020* 
1 Help 
130 2.71 .92 
Tukey HSD 
2 
.001* 
3 .000* 
4 .000* 
2 111 2.24 .89 
3 82 2.13 1.01 
4 
8 1.01 1.07 
Tukey HSD 
2 
.002* 
3 .008* 
1 Disclosure 
130 2.64 1.04 
Tukey HSD 
2 
.000* 
3 .000* 
4 .000* 
2 111 2.00 1.06 
3 82 2.00 1.15 
4 
8 .708 . 68 
Tukey HSD 
2 
.006* 
3 .006* 
139 
Table 15: continued 
1 Conflict 
Resolution 
130 3.12 
00
 
00
 
•
 
Dunnett 
T3 2 
.001* 
3 .003* 
4 .000* 
2 111 2.62 1.06 
3 82 2.57 1.21 
4 
8 1.00 .76 
Dunnett 
T3 2 
. 002* 
3 .002* 
1 Betrayal 
130 1.07 . 65 
Tukey HSD 
2 
.002* 
2 111 1.39 . 67 
3 82 1.24 .70 
4 8 1.12 .90 
* Significant at the .05 Level 
Table 15 provides information only about friendship 
level comparisons that yielded significant differences. As 
shown in Table 15, level one friendships were significantly 
higher in quality in all six relationship areas when 
compared to level two friendships. Friendship level one 
scores were significantly higher than friendship level 
three and four in five out of the six categories. The five 
categories were companionship, caring and validation, help 
and guidance, intimate disclosure, and conflict resolution. 
High significance levels ranging between .000 to .003 were 
found for all of the comparisons that were made involving 
level one friendships. 
As previously noted, level one friendships represent a 
reciprocal relationship between two very best friends. Both 
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children in the relationship are clear that they are part 
of this special relationship. The results showed that level 
one friendships produced the highest quality friendships. 
Level one friendships were significantly higher in five out 
of the six quality indicators (companionship, validation 
and caring, help and guidance, intimate disclosure and 
conflict resolution). The last category, betrayal, was only 
significantly different from level-two friendships. These 
are expected results given the instrument that was used to 
assess friendship quality. The FQQ-R was designed to 
describe very best friendships and these results are 
consistent with the purpose of the tool. The FQQ-R tool was 
designed by assessing the attributes of very best 
friendships (Parker & Asher, 1993). Because the instrument 
was created using very best friendships it was expected 
that children who were involved in a mutual very best 
friendship would score highly on the quality ratings. 
Researchers find that children who rate one aspect of their 
friendship highly also rate other areas of their friendship 
highly (Berndt, 1996). In other words, children who are 
involved in very best friendships are answering a 
questionnaire that should describe the aspects of their 
relationship. 
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Friendship level four FQQ-R scores were significantly 
lower in five out of the six categories as compared to 
level one, two and three friendships. The five categories 
were companionship, caring and validation, help and 
guidance, intimate disclosure, and conflict resolution. 
There was no significant difference in the category of 
betrayal when friendship level four was compared to 
friendship level one, two and three. The significance 
levels were highest when level four friendships were 
compared to level one friendships. Significance levels 
ranged from .000 to .003 for these comparisons. When level- 
four friendships were compared to level-two friendships the 
significance levels ranged from .001 to .019 for the same 
five relationship categories. Significance levels ranged 
from .002 to .023 when friendship level three scores were 
compared to friendship level four scores. 
Level-four friendships were either a relationship 
between two friends or an unreciprocated friendship. 
Children that were found in this category probably did not 
have many friendships in this setting. While children in 
this group may have some friends, these are probably 
children that are primarily found in the socially neglected 
or rejected group. As previously noted, Parker and Asher 
(1993) found that children in low status sociometric groups 
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have lower quality friendships as compared to children in 
high status groups. 
Friendship level four relationships scored 
significantly lower than the other friendship categories. 
This is also an expected result. The children in this 
category were barely able to identify each other as friends 
and some of the children in this category did not have a 
mutual friend. The children in this case filled out the 
questionnaire about the friend that they chose as a very 
best friend. With the inconsistencies that were present in 
the identification of friendships in this group, it is not 
surprising that these were low quality relationships 
relative to the other friendship levels. The results do 
point to the candid responses of children on the 
questionnaire. If there was no significant difference 
between this group and other groups it would be doubtful 
that the children were assessing their friendships in an 
honest and open manner. 
There were no significant differences between 
friendship level two and friendship level three although 
the trend suggests that a larger sample might produce 
significant differences between these two levels. 
Level two friendships represented friendships that 
were less clear as compared to level one friendships. These 
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friendships included relationships between two best friends 
or one best friend and a very best friend. Level three 
relationships were between children that did not have a 
mutual very best friendship in the setting where the FQQ-R 
was administered. These relationships were between a very 
best friend and a friend or a best friend and a friend. 
Friendship level two and level three scored 
significantly lower than level one and significantly higher 
than level four in five out of the six categories 
(companionship, validation and caring, help and guidance, 
intimate disclosure and conflict resolution). As previously 
stated, in the category of betrayal there was only a 
significant difference between level one and level two. 
While it was expected that children in level-two and 
three friendships would rate the quality of their 
relationships higher than level-four friendships, and lower 
than level one friendships it is interesting to note that 
there was no significant difference between level two and 
level three. There are several possibilities for this 
finding. It is possible that once the sanctity of the 
mutual very best friendship is departed from, there are no 
differences in the relationships between friends of varying 
degree. In other words as long as the relationship between 
two children is reciprocated, and one child in the 
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relationship considers the relationship a best friendship 
the details may not be important. Level-two and level-three 
friendships all involved a child filling out the 
questionnaire about another child that they considered a 
very best friend or a best friend. The distinction between 
these two categories may be insignificant. 
Another possibility why there was no difference 
between level two and level three friendships is related to 
sample size. Perhaps a larger sample would show a 
significant difference between these two groups. 
Friendship levels and program participation 
The previous parts of this section considered the 
quality of children's friendships and their friendship 
levels regardless of their participation in an after-school 
program. Part three of this section provides an overview of 
the number of children who were found in each friendship 
level by program type, hypothesis two. Table 16 provides an 
overview of this information. 
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Table 16: Percent and number of children at each friendship 
level by program type 
Friendship 
Level 
School-Day 
Classroom 
Mean 
FQQ-R 
After-School 
Program 
Mean 
FQQ-R 
1 39% 
n= 71 
3.17 
39% 
n=59 
2.69 
2 32% 
n= 58 
2.63 
35% 
n=53 
2.39 
3 27% 
n= 48 
2.33 
23% 
n=34 
2.06 
4 2% 
n= 4 
1.79 
3% 
n=4 
.90 
As shown in table 16 the percentage of children at 
each friendship level was very similar between the two 
program types. Friendship level one made up 39% of the 
after-school program sample and the school day sample. 
Thirty-two percent of the school day sample and 35% of the 
after-school program sample were involved in a level two 
friendship. Twenty-seven percent of the school day sample 
and 23% of the after-school sample were involved in a level 
three friendship. Level four friendships comprised 2% of 
the school day sample and 3% of the after-school program 
sample. 
A two-way-ANOVA was conducted to determine if there 
was an interaction between friendship level and type of 
program. Analysis revealed that there was no interaction 
between these two factors in this sample and there was a 
main effect relative to friendship quality for friendship 
level and for program type. 
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Item analysis of the FQQ-R 
The fourth part of this section provides a correlation 
analysis for the FQQ-R tool. Table 17 provides an overview 
of these results. 
Table 17: Correlations between FQQ-R relationship 
categories 
COMPAN CARING HELP DISCLOS CONRES BETRAYAL 
COMPANI 
OINSHIP 
Pearson 
Correlation 1 .553* . 655* .571* . 478* -.072 
Sig. (2- 
tailed) • .000 .000 .000 .000 .186 
N 336 336 336 336 335 336 
CARING Pearson 
Correlation .553* 1 .793* .744* . 693* -.328* 
Sig. (2- 
tailed) .000 • .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 336 336 336 336 335 336 
HELP Pearson 
Correlation . 655* .793* 1 . 802* . 641* -.212* 
Sig. (2- 
tailed) .000 .000 • .000 .000 .000 
N 336 336 336 336 335 336 
DISCLOS 
URE 
Pearson 
Correlation 
.571* .744* .802* 1 .652* -.151* 
Sig. (2- 
tailed) .000 .000 .000 • .000 .005 
N 336 336 336 336 335 336 
CONRES Pearson 
Correlation 
.478* . 693* . 641* . 652* 1 -.314* 
Sig. (2- 
tailed) .000 .000 . 000 . 000 • .000 
N 335 335 335 335 335 335 
BETRAYA 
L 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.072 -.328* 
.212* 
-.151* -.314* 1 
Sig. (2- 
tailed) .186 .000 .000 .005 .000 • 
N 336 336 336 336 335 336 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
As shown in table 17 the categories that are used to 
describe friendship quality are highly correlated. The 
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majority of the six categories are significantly correlated 
with each other. The only comparison that did not reach a 
significant level was the comparison between companionship 
and betrayal. This correlation reinforces the validity of 
the FQQ-R tool. 
Gender 
The third section of this chapter describes 
differences in friendship quality based on gender, 
hypothesis six. Once again the entire sample population was 
considered in this analysis regardless of their 
participation in an after-school program. A t-test analysis 
was performed to determine if there were differences in the 
qualities of children's friendships based on gender. There 
were significant differences in the FQQ-R scores in two 
categories for gender. Table 18 shows these results. 
Table 18: Comparisons of friendship quality based on gender 
N 
Mean 
FQQ-R 
Std. 
Deviation 
Significance 
Level 
Intimate 
disclosure 
Boys 
193 2.0523 1.15614 .003* 
Girls 143 2.4292 1.09277 
Total 336 2.2127 1.14328 
Conflict 
resolution 
Boys 
192 2.6549 1.15977 .037* 
Girls 143 2.9024 .99286 
Total 335 2.7606 1.09696 
* Significant at the .05 Level 
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There were two friendship categories, intimate 
disclosure and conflict resolution, out of the six that had 
significant differences between boys and girls. Girls had 
significantly higher scores in the area of intimate 
disclosure with a significance level of .003. The category 
of conflict resolution was significant at the .037 level. 
Intimate disclosure was significant at the adjusted alpha- 
level of .0083. 
The findings in this study relative to gender are 
consistent with prior research on children's friendships. 
Researchers find that girls' relationships are more 
intimate, and less aggressive than boys' relationships. In 
addition, girls report higher levels of disclosure than 
boys (Jones and Dumbo, 1989; Lansford and Parker, 1999; 
Berndt, Hawkins and Hoyle, 1986). 
Age 
The fourth section of this chapter examines the 
differences in friendship quality based on age, hypothesis 
seven. A one-way ANOVA was performed to compare the 
difference in friendship quality components based on age. 
All study participants were analyzed by age and after¬ 
school program participation was not considered. The ANOVA 
was run six times, once for each of the friendship quality 
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components. The homogeneity of variance test was passed for 
the category of intimate disclosure and equal variances 
were assumed. A Tukey post-hoc test was administered to 
compare each of the three age groups. For the remaining 
three categories (companionship, help and guidance, and 
conflict resolution) equal variances were not assumed and a 
Dunnett T3 post-hoc was used to compare the three age 
groups. There were significant differences in the FQQ-R 
scores in four categories related to student grade level. 
Table 19 shows these results. 
Table 19: Friendship quality comparisons based on age 
Grade FQQ-R 
Descrip 
tor 
N Mean 
FQQ- 
R 
Std. 
Devia 
tion 
Method Compared 
to 
Grade 
Sig. 
Level 
3 Compani 
onship 
113 2.39 . 98 
Dunnett 
T3 
5 .023* 
4 134 2.63 .81 
5 89 2.75 . 90 
3 Help 
113 2.16 .10 Dunnett 
T3 
5 .007* 
4 134 2.39 .08 
5 89 2.37 .10 
3 Disclos 
ure 
113 1.93 .11 
Tukey 
HSD 
4 .030* 
4 134 2.30 .09 3 .005* 
5 89 2.47 .12 
3 Con 
Resolut 
ion 
113 2.52 .12 
Dunnett 
T3 5 .013* 
4 133 2.83 .09 
5 89 2.97 .10 
* Significant at the .05 Level 
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As demonstrated in Table 19, there were significant 
differences related to grade. Students in grade three had 
significantly lower companionship quality scores on the 
FQQ-R as compared to fifth graders. The Dunnett T3 test 
indicated a significance level of .023. Similarly children 
in grade three had lower help and guidance quality scores 
at a significance level of .007 as compared to students in 
grade five. The friendship category of intimate disclosure 
showed significant differences between students in grades 
three and five as well as differences between students in 
grades three and four. Grade three students scored lower 
than grade five students at the .005 level and they scored 
lower than grade four students at the .030 level. The 
category of conflict resolution showed differences in 
friendship quality at a significance level of .013, with 
grade three students significantly lower than students in 
grade five. Two categories, help and guidance and intimate 
disclosure, met the significance criteria of .0083 with 
grade three students producing lower scores than grade five 
students. 
These findings are consistent with previous research 
studies relative to the changing friendship expectations of 
children at different ages. Researchers consistently find 
that as children get older their coordination. 
151 
responsiveness and intimacy towards their friends' 
increases and their individualism and aggression decreases 
(Lansford and Parker, 1999; Jones and Dumbo, 1989; Lansford 
and Parker, 1999; Clark & Bittle, 1992). The present study 
involved students in grades three, four and five, ages nine 
through twelve. This cross section allowed for a range of 
student ages that spanned from middle childhood through 
early adolescence. This age range captured a change in the 
development of children's friendships. The most noted 
changes were the difference in quality scores between 
students in third and fifth grade. However, there was a 
difference in intimate disclosure at all three ages. 
Children in higher grades reported a higher level of 
intimate disclosure with their friends. The fact that there 
were significant differences between age groups also speaks 
to the sensitivity of the questionnaire that was used to 
assess this construct. 
Univariate ANOVAs were conducted to verify that there 
were no significant interactions between the variables. 
After-school program participation was analyzed with 
friendship level, grade level and gender in three separate 
univariate calculations. There were no significant 
interactions between the variables. 
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Socioeconomic status. 
Analysis was conducted to compare the friendship 
qualities for students in communities with different 
socioeconomic status, hypothesis eight. As previously 
stated, free and reduced lunch percentages were used as a 
proxy for socioeconomic status. A comparison was made 
between towns with free and reduced lunch counts under 25% 
of the population and over 25% of the school population. 
Five schools fell into each category. There were no 
significant differences between the two groups. 
Hypothesis nine, there are no differences in 
friendship quality based on program location, was tested 
using a one-way ANOVA. Rural, suburban and urban school 
districts were compared for the six different quality 
indicators. There were no significant differences between 
the three different types of settings. All three settings 
in this study were located in Western Massachusetts. These 
study sites may be more rural in nature than other areas of 
Massachusetts. 
Supporting evidence 
The consistency of so many of the results of this 
study with previous research in the field of friendship and 
OST programs lends credence to the negative finding that 
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the quality of friendships among children in after-school 
programs is lower than the quality of friendships during 
the school day. There are significant differences between 
the after-school population sample in this study and the 
school day population. The friendship level, age, gender 
and program quality all contribute to these findings, but 
there are still significant differences even after all of 
these factors are taken into consideration. The FQQ-R 
questionnaire itself was examined for possible bias in 
favor of school day participants. Questions that were 
thought to favor school day participants were removed and 
the significance levels were examined. The results were the 
same. As previously stated the final analysis was conducted 
using all of the items on the FQQ-R for both groups. 
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CHAPTER 6 
LIMITATIONS, FUTURE RESEARCH AND IMPLICATIONS 
The final chapter examines the limitations of this 
study, areas where future research is needed, and the 
implications for the field of Out-of-School Time Programs. 
More research related to children's friendships in 
after-school programs is needed. This study determined that 
there is a difference in the quality of children's 
friendships in OST Programs when compared to children in 
the regular school day classrooms. A different study design 
may help to capture the changes that are taking place 
relative to children's friendships. One study design that 
would assist researchers is a longitudinal approach. 
Tracking the change in children's relationships over the 
course of one or more school years would help to 
demonstrate whether after-school programs are able to 
assist children with friendship development and improve the 
quality of their peer interactions. 
The present study did not have enough students who 
participated in both the after-school program sample and 
the school day sample to draw any significant conclusions 
about this group. It is possible that children are more 
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successful in making and maintaining friendships in their 
after-school programs than they are during the regular 
school day. This may be particularly true for children who 
have special needs or have challenging behaviors. The 
after-school program may be a place for these children to 
connect with other peers. Brendgen, Vitaro, and Bukowski 
(2000) found that even friendships between children with 
delinquent behaviors are better for children's feelings of 
loneliness than not having any friends. After-school 
programs represent an ideal environment for children to 
work towards developing social skills and friendships. 
After-school programs are not burdened by the same types of 
academic requirements as school day classrooms. 
Implications for after-school programs 
What does all of this mean for after-school programs? 
The final section of this chapter examines this study's 
implications for after-school program policy makers, school 
systems, program directors, staff and other parties 
interested in OST programming for children. The following 
list provides key findings in this study along with their 
implications for after-school programs. 
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1) High quality programs- this study found that students 
in high quality programs have higher quality 
friendships than children in low quality programs. In 
fact, there was a linear relationship between the 
quality of the after-school program and the level of 
conflict resolution skills in children's friendships. 
Academic achievement, better behavior, and easier 
adjustment in schools have all been linked to high 
quality after-school programs (Lacey & LeBlanc, 2001; 
Rosenthal and Vandell, 1996; Pierce, Hamm, & Vandell, 
1999; Posner & Vandell, 1994). There is strong 
evidence that providing high quality programs 
significantly increases the likelihood that students 
will be positively impacted. Quality is an area to be 
considered in program design and funding formulas. 
2) Emphasis on developing friendships - There are many 
strategies that can be used to help students develop 
friendships. Given that after-school participants in 
this study had lower quality friendships than their 
school day counterparts, it would be useful for after¬ 
school programs to emphasize practices that facilitate 
healthy friendship development. Some suggestions 
offered throughout the research include an emphasis on 
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developing social skills during authentic play, 
randomly pairing students together for activities, and 
providing numerous opportunities for students to be 
involved in small groups (Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 
2002). Children who are attending after-school 
programs need increased opportunities to learn how to 
be good friends. By implementing some of these 
suggestions students have opportunities to interact 
with their peers under the supervision and guidance of 
an adult. 
Friendships can be facilitated by after-school 
programs in a number of different ways. There are two 
levels of intervention. Interventions at the program 
level might include rules such as "Everybody gets to 
play" or "We treat each other respectfully at our 
program". In addition, specific social skills 
curriculum can be used at the program level to assist 
all children with their skills in working with their 
peers and interacting in a socially competent manner. 
In addition to formal curriculum, there are numerous 
games and activities that are designed to assist 
children with social skills development. The second 
category of interventions are specific to the 
individual children that are having difficulty making 
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and maintaining friends. Specific interventions can be 
designed to assist a particular child in a program. 
The interventions can be as varied as the individual 
children who are in need of them. 
Some of the suggested strategies will assist 
children in making friendships. The quality of the 
friendship will depend upon the particular aspects of 
the resulting relationship. After-school programs can 
play an important role in helping children to form 
friendships with their peers. Without the opportunity 
to have friends children are not afforded the 
possibility of being part of a high quality 
friendship. 
3) Staff Interactions- This study supports previous 
research findings that indicate that positive 
interactions between children and adults support 
children's growth and development. In this study 
children who attended programs where child/adult 
interactions were highly rated had a greater ability 
to resolve conflicts with their friends. Training and 
staff support in the area of child development and the 
importance of positive interactions could assist in 
this area of children's friendship quality. 
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4) Children with special needs- At least two after-school 
programs in this study included children with 
emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD). These 
children were predominately separated from their 
typical peers during the regular school day but 
attended the regular after-school program. Muscott 
(1999) discusses practices that help schools to 
facilitate the inclusion of children with EBD into the 
mainstream system. He recommends a variety of teams at 
all levels from classroom level teams that include 
teachers, support staff and mental health 
professionals to community involvement teams that 
include social services and law enforcement. As 
previously noted, students with special needs have an 
opportunity for more friendships if they are in a 
main-streamed environment (Vaughn, 1992; Heiman and 
Tali, 2000) . If students are predominantly isolated 
during their regular school day experience the after¬ 
school program may be their only opportunity to 
interact with their typical peers in a natural 
setting. A Further examination of the system that 
supports after-school programs in their inclusion of 
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children with special needs and challenging behaviors 
is needed. 
The present study was designed to address a gap in the 
research and look at children's friendships in after-school 
programs. This study provided an exploration of how 
children's friendships are affected by their participation 
in an after-school program. Further research pertaining to 
friendship in after-school programs is needed to help shape 
this developing field. 
161 
APPENDIX A. 
FRIENDSHIP QUALITY QUESTIONNAIRE 
Practice Questions 
A. I sit right next to the door 
B. I really like scary movies 
C. The Researcher and I are the same size 
Questionnaire Response Options 
Not at all true 0 
A little true 1 
Somewhat true 2 
Pretty true 3 
Really true 4 
School Day Classroom Questionnaire 
1. My friend and I live really close to each other. 
2. My friend and I always sit together at lunch. 
3. My friend and I get mad at each other a lot. 
4. My friend tells me I'm good at things. 
5. If other kids were talking behind my back, my friend 
would always stick up for me. 
6. My friend and I make each other feel important and 
special. 
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7. My friend and I always pick each other as partners. 
8. If my friend hurts my feelings, my friend says "I'm 
sorry". 
9. I can think of some times when my friend said some 
mean things about me to other kids. 
10. I can always count on my friend for good ideas about 
games to play. 
11. If my friend and I get mad at each other, we always 
talk about how to get over it. 
12. My friend would still like me even if all the other 
kids didn't like me. 
13. My friend tells me I'm pretty smart. 
14. My friend and I are always telling each other about 
our problems. 
15. My friend makes me feel good about my ideas. 
16. When I'm mad about something that happened to me, I 
can always talk to my friend about it. 
17. My friend and I help each other with chores or other 
things a lot. 
18. My friend and I do special favors for each other. 
19. My friend and I do fun things together a lot. 
20. My friend and I argue a lot. 
21. I can always count on my friend to keep promises. 
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22. My friend and I go to each other's house after school 
and on weekends. 
23. My friend and I always play together at recess. 
24. When I'm having trouble figuring out something, I 
usually ask my friend for help and advice. 
25. My friend and I talk about the things that make me 
sad. 
26. My friend and I always make up easily when we have a 
fight. 
27. My friend and I fight. 
28. My friend and I always share things like stickers, 
toys, and games with each other. 
29. If my friend and I are mad at each other, we always 
talk about what would help to make us feel better. 
30. If I told my friend a secret, I could trust my friend 
not to tell anyone else. 
31. My friend and I bug each other. 
32. My friend and I always come up with good ideas on 
ways to do things. 
33. My friend and I loan each other things all the time. 
34. My friend often helps me with things so I can get 
done quicker. 
35. My friend and I always get over our arguments really 
quickly. 
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36. My friend and I always count on each other for ideas 
on how to get things done. 
37. My friend doesn't listen to me. 
38. My friend and I tell each other private things a lot. 
39. My friend and I help each other with schoolwork a 
lot. 
40. I can think of lots of secrets my friend and I have 
told each other. 
41. My friend cares about my feelings. 
After-School Questionnaire (Modified Questions only) 
2. My friend and I always sit together at Snack. 
22. My friend and I go to each other's house after school 
and on weekends. 
23. My friend and I always play together during free 
time. 
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APPENDIX B. 
AFTER-SCHOOL QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 
Program Qualitative Ratings 
Flexibility 
4 = A flexible program structure is adaptable and 
responsive to individual wants, needs, talents, and 
moods. Rules are not strictly imposed regarding what is 
to occur in the program. Children are able to choose 
which activities they will participate in, and no child 
is forced to participate in any given activity; autonomy 
and independence are emphasized. Children can move about 
the premises fairly freely to the extent that 
supervision is possible. Additionally, group composition 
is varied and determined by children's self-selection 
among peers. 
3 = Children have some say in choosing an activity, and 
may be allowed to devise their own activities within 
limits set by staff. Children are not forced to 
participate, but there may be some rules about what 
they must do or where they must be. Group composition 
may be determined by staff in limited ways (e.g., first 
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graders must play with other first graders) . 
2 = Activities are prescribed by staff; children have no 
say in determining what activities will be available. 
There may be a few activities from which children can 
choose, but they are not allowed to devise their own 
activities. Group composition may be determined by 
staff. 
1 = The caregiver determines the pace and sequence of the 
day, and what activities will be available to whom; 
children are not able to choose which activities they 
will participate in. Participation in whatever 
activities are planned is required. There is no 
accommodation for individual needs or want. The 
caregiver determines the grouping of the children; 
children are not allowed to choose who they will play 
with. 
Activities 
4 = The activities available at the program are diverse and 
focus on all areas of development (physical, cognitive, 
social). The experiences are activities which are 
offered to the children are responsive to individual 
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differences in abilities and interest, and they are 
neither too easy nor too difficult for the children's 
developmental level. There are opportunities for 
individual, small-group, and large-group activities. 
Examples of appropriate activities for school-aged 
children include sports, fine and large-motor 
activities, arts and crafts, dance, music, computer 
games, board games, reading and unstructured time for 
socializing with peers. 
3 = In general, there are age-appropriate activities 
available, but there is not as wide a range as 
possible. All developmental areas may be covered, but 
there may be a limited number of activities in one or 
more areas. Some activities may not be appropriate to 
the children's development (i.e., too easy or too 
difficult). 
2 = There may be a few different activities available which 
are age-appropriate, but there is little diversity in 
terms of developmental focus (e.g., several age- 
appropriate, but there is little diversity in terms of 
developmental focus (e.g., several age-appropriate 
activities in the cognitive realm only). Many of the 
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activities may be too easily or too difficult for the 
children. 
1 = All of the available activities focus on one area of 
development, such as physical games, and they may be 
developmentally inappropriate. The activities may be 
too easy or too difficult for the children's 
developmental level (e.g., board games which are suited 
to preschoolers). Large-group activities may 
predominate. There are not enough different, varied 
activities to keep the children engaged or satisfied. 
There may be little or no unstructured time during 
which children can just "relax". 
Chaos 
4 = Chaos and disorganization are highly characteristic, 
persisting across multiple activates and settings. The 
children are out of control. They may be fighting with 
one another, yelling, or behaving inappropriately, 
jumping on furniture, ruining materials, or just 
generally running around. Activities do not seem 
organized; disorder is evident. 
3 = There is chaos and disorganization in the environment, 
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but it is not characteristic of many children or all 
activities. A group of children may exhibit the 
behaviors that merit a rating of 4, or some activities 
and transition times may be chaotic and disorganized 
such that the progress of or beginning of activities 
for some children is impeded. 
2 = One or tow children's behavior may be out of control, 
but in general, children's behavior is appropriate and 
reasonably controlled. Transitions are activities 
generally go smoothly, although there may be 
exceptions. 
1 = No chaos or disorganization is observed in the 
environment. Children's behavior is appropriate , and 
activities and transitions proceed smoothly. 
Caregiver Qualitative Ratings 
Positive Behavior Management Techniques 
4 = Attention (e.g., smiles and encouragement) is 
given to children for cooperating, sharing, and working on 
activities, Praise is sincere, and bribes (such as 
stickers, food, or special activities) are not used to 
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control behavior. Rationales and reasons are given for 
rules and expectations ("No talking in the halls, the 
little kids are sleeping"). In actual or potential conflict 
situation, the caregiver helps children to recognize the 
impact of their behavior on others; feelings are 
identified, social problem solving is facilitated, and 
children's expressions are reflected back to them. 
Negotiation, reasoning, and redirecting are used to help 
children find alternatives. 
3 = The care giver frequently bout not always uses positive 
behavior management techniques. Opportunities to give 
positive attention to children are sometimes missed. 
Praise may sometimes be insincere, and bribes may 
occasionally be used. Children's behavior or activities 
may sometimes be restricted without an explanation for 
a rule being offered ("No talking in the halls"; "Don't 
touch the paints!"). The caregiver helps children 
develop perspective-taking skills sometimes, but not at 
other times, when resolving conflicts. 
2 = The care giver uses positive behavior management 
techniques only occasionally. Some behavioral incidents 
are dealt with ineffectively or negatively, although 
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not as ineffectively or negatively as merits a rating 
of 1. 
1 = The caregiver rarely uses positive behavior management 
techniques. Solutions to conflict are imposed, rather 
than negotiated with input from children; the primary 
objective is to control behavior rather than to help 
children develop social understanding and self-control. 
Compliance with caregiver directives is expected, 
without explanation. Behavior management is negative, 
ineffective, or nonexistent. 
Negative Behavior Management Techniques 
4 = Harsh discipline methods (shaming, yelling, hitting) 
are consistently used, and children are lectured at 
times. Punishment is used frequently. 
3 = The caregiver frequently but not always uses negative 
behavior management techniques. Harsh discipline 
methods may be used sometimes, but not at other times. 
Children may be lectured about their behavior. 
2 = The caregiver uses negative behavior management 
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techniques only occasionally. Some behavioral incidents 
may be dealt with positively. 
1 = The caregiver does not use negative behavior management 
techniques. Behavior management is either positive or 
nonexistent. 
Positive Regard 
4 = The caregiver is strongly positive toward the children 
in the program. Positive regard is demonstrated when 
the caregiver is warm, accepting, and encouraging of 
children; he/she seems to take pleasure in children. 
Theist may specifically include speaking to children, 
in a warm tone of voice; using physical gestures to 
convey affection; smiling or laughing with children; 
enthusiasm about children; and praising children. 
Positive regard is evident when the caregiver listens, 
watches attentively; and looks into children's faces 
when speaking to them. The caregiver's interactions 
with children are reciprocal; the caregiver does not 
dominate. Children's verbalizations are acknowledged. 
3 = The caregiver is typically positive towards the 
children in the program, but not as consistently as a 
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4 rating. Positive affect is usually displayed, but not 
always; some of the caregiver's interactions with 
children may have a neutral tone. 
2 = The caregiver evidences infrequent or weak signals of 
positive regard. For example, there may be an 
occasional smile or occasional praise. 
1 = The caregiver displays no evidence of positive regard 
for children. He/she does not appear to like working 
with children. The caregiver may be detached, have flat 
affect, or be consistently negative with children. 
Insensitive or harsh remarks may be heard, or a flat 
tone of voice and little eye contact may be observed. 
Most of the caregiver's interactions with children 
consist of verbal directions or instructions; little 
time is spent in informal or spontaneous conversation. 
Negative Regard 
4 = The caregiver is extremely negative toward children. 
Feelings of negative regard are expressed strongly and 
frequently. Negative regard may be evidenced by anger, 
disapproval, body tenseness and a strained facial 
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expression, a negative voice, abruptness, harshness, or 
sarcasm. Insensitive or harsh remarks are typical. 
3 = The caregiver regularly displays a negative regard for 
children. There are multiple instances of low-intensity 
negative regard, or a few instances of higher-intensity 
negative regard. 
2 = The caregiver displays minimal negative regard. There 
is some evidence of low-intensity negative regard, but 
it is not frequent. 
1 = The caregiver does not display negative regard for 
children in either words or expression. There is 
expressionless or flat, or positive. 
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